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On the chronology of Boethius 9 works on logic I 


L. M. DE RIJK 
A. Introduction 

T he chronological order of Boethius’ works appears to be a rather 
difficult problem. Hence, it is not surprising that the numerous at¬ 
tempts to establish it led the scholars to results which are neither 
all conclusive nor uniform. In this article I confine myself to Boethius’ 
works on logic. Before giving my own contribution it would seem to 
be useful to summarize the results of preceding studies and to make 
some general remarks of a methodological nature. 

Hermann Usener tried to base the chronology of Boethius’ works 
upon the titles given to the author in the manuscript subscriptions . 1 
But this method turns out to be wholly unreliable 2 3 4 5 . As a matter of fact, 
if manuscript subscriptions, generally speaking, were conclusive, we 
must assume that Thomas Aquinas (fi 274 ) wrote all his works some 
fifty years after his death (viz. after 1323 , the year of his canonisation), 
since we find in nearly all our manuscripts dating from the fourteenth and 
fifteenth centuries subscriptions where the author is called beatus 
Thomas. For the rest, Usener himself felt this difficulty and he recommend¬ 
ed his method especially to establish the period when the revisions (by 
Boethius or by some later redactor) of the works took place.3 But who 
was (were) the redactor(s)? Our ignorance prevents us from reaching 
certain conclusions on the dates of composition of Boethius’ works.* 

E.K.Rand introduced* the linguistic-stylistic method. He divided 
Boethius’ works into three groups: 

1 Anecdoton Holderi , Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte Roms in Ostgothischer Zeit. (Festschrift zur Begriissung 
der xxxil Versammlung deutscher Philologen und Schulmanner zu Wiesbaden), Leipzig 1877. 

2 Dom. M. Cappuyns, too, in his excellent article Bokce in the Dictionnaire d’histoire et de geographic 
ecclesiastiques vol. ix (Paris 1939), coll. 348-380, rejects Usener’s method (“ce systeme ne r^siste 
pas a l’^preuve des manuscrits”, op. cit., col. 362). See also S. Brandt, An. Manl. Sev. Boethii In Isago- 
gen Porphjrii Comment a, Vienna-Leipzig 1906, Excursus III , p. lxxxii f., where for the Isagoge the 
manuscript evidence turns out to be quite unfavorable to Usener’s thesis. 

3 Op. cit., p. 41. 

4 Usener’s conclusions are far from convincing, indeed. See, op. cit. y pp. 41-47. 

5 Der dem Boethius zugeschriehene Traktat “De fide catholica n in Jahrbiicher fur class. Philologie xxvi, 
Suppiementband, 1901, pp. 401-461. 
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1. those of the period characterized by the absence of ‘ quidem-vero* 

2. those of the period characterized by the introduction of that formula 

3. those of the period characterized by the more frequent use of ‘ ergo ’ 
as a synonym of ‘ igitur ’ and ‘itaque . 

The reliability of Rand’s method has been refuted in a convincing way 
by S. Brandt. 1 

A. P.McKinlay, inspired by Lutoslawski’s famous work on Plato , 2 3 4 
made use of a similar stylistic methods He established four periods (op. 
cit., p. 144): 

1. Transitional period 

2. Greek period 

3. Ciceronian period 

4. Last period (that of the De Consolatione philosophiae). 

He thought (op. cit., p. 144) that his results corroborated the facts 
adduced by Brandt. In those cases where he disagreed with Brandt, 
the very weakness of his method appears. Brandt explained, in a personal 
letter to Me Kinlay (see op. cit., p. 146), that his (Brandt’s) contention 
that the Institutio arithmetica and the Institutio musica belong together 
and must be accounted the first of Boethius’ extant writings, is not 
refuted by Me Kinlay’s stylistic statistics; the stylistic divergences 
between both writings are, according to Brandt, due to the fact that 
the sources of the two works are different. — But, whether this be so or 
not 4 , the question should be raised whether the controversy between 
Me Kinlay and Brandt does not show that the former’s or (and) the 
latter’s methodical approaches rest on too small bases, and, consequent¬ 
ly, must be used with some caution. Me Kinlay’s stylistic method, 
being based on nothing but adverbs and particles, seems to rest on a 
rather weak fundament, indeed. 

S. Brandt, the meritorious editor of Boethius’ commentaries on 
Porphyry’s Isagoge, was the first to bring a broader philological in- 


1 Entstehungszeit und zeitliche Folge der Werke yon Boethius in Philologus lxii (N.F. Band XVi), Leipzig 
1903, pp. 145-146 and 270-275. 

2 The origin and growth of Plato* s logic, with an account of Plato* s style and of the chronology of his writings, 
London 1897 ( 2 1905). 

3 Stylistic tests and the chronology of the works of Boethius in Harvard Studies in Classical Philology, 
vol. xviii (1907), pp. 123-156. 

4 For Me Kinlay’s reply, see op. cit. 146 ff. 
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vestigation on our problem. 1 The fundament of Brandis method is 
formed by Boethius’ own references to his works, c.q. on what Brandt 
supposed to be such references. 

The most serious criticism upon Brandt’s method has been given 
by Alfred Kappelmacher and James Shiel. 

Alfred Kappelmacher wrote about thirty five years ago a re¬ 
markable study on Boethius’ intentions as a scientific author. 2 As is well- 
known, there are several passages in Boethius’ works where the author 
tells us that he planned to translate Plato and Aristotle and to show their 
agreement in the most fundamental philosophical problems .3 Unfortu¬ 
nately, through his premature death (in ^24 or 52$) he was not able to 
realize his audacious plan. But Kappelmacher puts two straight-forward 
questions: was Boethius’ plan an original one, and did the author faith¬ 
fully follow his design until his death? Both questions were answered by 
Kappelmacher in the negative.* The intention of harmonizing Plato and 
Aristotle turns out to be typical of Ammonius Saccas. Morover, Suidas 
mentions an analogous work by Porphyry in six books: Ilepl tou fiiav 
elvat ty)v nXaTcovo*; xai ’ApiaTOTeXoo q atpsaiv. 

Secondly. According to Kappelmacher Boethius’ plan was not so 
firm as his utterance in the second Perihermeneias- commentary might 
suggest. For after having finished his works on Aristotle’s Organon , 
Boethius turned himself to the rhetorical works of Cicero, instead of 
pursuing his lofty plan by translating Aristotle’s other works. Why did 
he do so ? Because Patricius had called upon him to write some comments 
on Cicero’s Topical Thus, Boethius turned from philosophy to the 
disciplinarum liberalium penus 6 and withdrew from his ambitious plan. 

Finally. The composition of the Opuscula sacra took place during 


1 Entstehung .... etc. For the complete title, see above, p. 2, n. i. Brandt, op. cit ., pp. 141-143 
and 27$ ( Nachtrag ) mentioned also the incidental remarks by some authors on the chronological 
order of Boethius’ works. 

2 Der schriftstellerische Plan des Boethius in Wiener Studien, Zeitschrift fiir klassische Philologie 46 
(1929), pp. 2l£-22£. 

3 For the first allusion to this plan, see In hag. /, 1 3 1 2S -132 2 . This plan appears in his broadest form 
in the well-known passage of Periherm. 11, 79 I 4 * 6 -8o 9 . 

4 Kappelmacher, op. cit. y p. 218 f. 

s See In Top. Cic. Comm. 1, io39D8-ic>4iA£: Exhortatione tua, Patrici rhetorum peritissime, quae 
et praesentis honestate propositi et futurae aetatis utilitate coniuncta est, nihil antiquius aestimavi. 
Cui muneri libentius acquievi. Non quod ad instruendum te commentarios in Marci Tullii Topica 
laborare me credidi - ridiculus quippe forem, si docere vellem Minervam (quod aiunt) litteras —, 
sed ut e disciplinarum liberalium penu nostrae semper apud te pignus amicitiae permaneret. 

6 In Top. Cic. Comm. 1, 1041A3-4, see the preceding note. 
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his occupation with Aristotle’s logical works 1 , from which it appears once 
more that Boethius’ plan did not fully dominate all his scientific ac¬ 
tivities. 

For all these reasons I think Kappelmacher is right in exhorting us 
to deliver ourselves from the idea that Boethius’ whole scientific ac¬ 
tivity happened within a clear-cut frame-work, elaborated faithfully and 
mechanically without any interruption or deviation. On the contrary, 
Boethius’ authorial activities were determined by various circum¬ 
stances, just as the announcement of his ambitious plan ( Teriherm . n, 
79 i -8o9 ) was, no doubt, strongly influenced by the perusal of his 
sources and other circumstances of that very moment. 

As to the problems of chronology Kappelmacher for the main part 
subscribes (op. cit., p. 219; 2 2$) to Me Kinlay’s views. His general 
conclusion about Brandt’s method is that the latter was not cautious 
enough in using the cross-references. Kappelmacher points especially 
to De syll. categ. 11, 829D 2 3 4 5 and In Categ. y 160A. According to Kappel¬ 
macher most of the references are interpolations by redactors of the 
Boethian opera. 

James Shiel has adduceds a wealth of evidence for the view that 
Boethius in composing his commentaries on the Organon translated 
Greek notes which he found added to his Greek text of Aristotle.* He 
rightly argues that Brandt’s method of establishing the chronological 
order of Boethius’ works by means of their cross-references is excluded 
if these references turn out to be not Boethius’ own, but to have been 
found by the author in his Greek scholia.s 

My conclusion from this survey is that the best we can do in order 
to establish approximately the chronological order of Boethius’ works 
on logic is to start a careful and detailed examination of all our data 
on this matter. In doing so an analysis of their contents seems to be quite 
indispensable, no less than a thorough examination of doctrinal and 

1 See S. Brandt, Entstehung , pp. 268-269. The same view is held by Hillebrand, Rand, andMcKinlay 
(see Kappelmacher, op. cit. p. 224). Kappelmacher rightly pointed (op. cit., p. 224) to Theodoric’s 
letter to Boethius, preserved in Cassiodorus’ Variae, where no mention is made yet of any theological 
works from Boethius’ hand. Variae 1, 4^ (ed. Mommsen): “Translationibus enim tuis Pythagoras 
musicus, Ptolemaeus astronomus leguntur Itali; Nicomachus arithmeticus, geometricus Euclides 
audiuntur Ausonii; Plato theologus, Aristoteles logicus Quirinali voce disceptant; mechanicum 
Archimedem Latialem Siculis reddidisti . . . 

2 For this passage, see below, p. 29. 

3 Boethius ’ commentaries on Aristotle in Mediaeval and Renaissance Studies iv (19^8), pp. 216-244. 

4 See Shiel, op. cit., p. 242. 

5 Cf. Shiel, op. cit., 238. 
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terminological differences. As to Brandt’s method, the results of Shiel’s 
investigations urge us to great prudence, but Boethius’ cross-references 
might be, I think, of some additional support, in all those cases where we 
have good reasons to think them not to have been taken over by Boethius 
from his Greek sources. 1 

A final remark on the oldest tradition of Boethius’ monographs on 
logic. A. van de Vijver is preparing a thorough study on it. 2 Our 
tradition is based upon the corpus collected at Constantinople between 
£2 2 and £26 by the vir clarissimus et spectabilis MARTIUS NOVATUS 
RENATUS .3 The archetype of all the extant manuscripts appears to 
have been written by the calligrapher Theodore, a pupil of Priscian, 
and corrected after the codex Renati by some anonymous copyist.* 
Renatus seemed to have revised nothing but Boethius’ last work, De 
topicis differentiis , which he put at the head of the corpus , no doubt 
because of its recent date. 

For the rest our tradition seems to be a contaminated one. As a 
matter of fact our oldest manuscripts of the Liber de divisione contain 
four interpolated excerpts. The Introductio ad categories syllogismos of 
the printed editions bears the barbarian title Antepraedicamenta. s On the 
contrary it is our De syllogismis categoricis which, in our oldest manuscripts, 
bears the inscription: Introductio in categoricos syllogismos. All these 
interferences seem to date from as early as the sixth century. Finally the 
anonymous revisor added a table of contents, which has been preserved 
in some five manuscripts. 6 

The text of this table runs as follows in Orleans 267, p. £7: 

QUAE SINT IN HOC CODICE ANICII MALLII SEVERINI BOETII VIRI C ET 
ILLUSTRIS 

or 

I DE DIFFERENTIIS TOPICIS LIBRI IIII 

II DE DIVISIONE 

III COMMUNIS SPECULATIO DE RHETORICA COGNATIONE 

1 Dom. Cappuyns thinks (article quoted above, p. i) Brandt’s method to be the most reliable* 
though its lacunae have to be supplied by stylistic proofs as those of Rand and Me Kinlay. 

2 First announcement of this work by the author in his study on the philosophical development of the 
early Middle Ages, (quoted below, p. 7, n. 4), p. 443, n. 3. See also Bulletin de la Societe inter- 
nationale pour Vetude de la philosophic medievale (s.i.e.p.m.), nr. 2, Louvain i960, p. 133. 

3 I borrow all subsequent information from A. van de Vijver, op. cit. y pp. 443-444. 

4 See the codex Floriacensis (Fleury sur Loire), dating from about 1000, now Orleans Ms 267 (first 
part) and Paris, b.n. nouv. acq. lat. 1611 (second part). In the latter part (f. £i r ) we read: u contra 
codicem Renati v. s. correxi qui confectus ab eo est Theodoro antiquario qui nunc Palatinus est n . 

5 See below, p. 39. 

6 Orleans, 267, p. 57; Valenciennes 406, f. £8 r ; Brussels (Bibl. Royale) £439-43 (2939), f. 46 r ; 
Paris b.n. nouv. acq. lat. 1478, (second part), f. $6 r , and Montecassino, 191, p. 129. 
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I 

IIII LOCORUM RHETORUCORUM DISTINCTIO 

V DE MULTIFARIA PRAEDICATIONE 

VI QUOMODO ARGUMENTORUM VEL UNDE COLLIGUNTUR LOCI 
id’ TOPICA 

VII LIBER ANTE PRAEDICAMENTA 

VIII INTRODUCTIO IN CATHEGORICOS SYLLOGI • 

VIIII DE YPOTHETICIS SYLLOGISMIS LIBRI III. 

B. On the authenticity and date of Boethius 9 works on categorical syllogisms 

The printed editions give among Boethius* works an ample treatise 
under the title: Introductio ad syllogismos categoricos. It announces itself as a 
treatise on (i) noun and verb, (2) proposition, and finally (3) syllogism. 
Only the categorical syllogism is meant, as appears from the end of the 
prologue (MigneP.I. 64, 762C11-D2): 1 

Quoniam igitur nobis hoc opus est in categoricos syllogismos, syllogismorum vero 
compago propositionibus texitur, propositionum vero partes sunt nomen et 
verbum, pars autem ab eo cuius pars est prior est, - de nomine et verbo, quae 
prima sunt, disputatio prima ponatur, dehinc de propositione, adultimum de 
syllogismorum connexione tractabitur. 

Part (3) fails entirely both in the printed editions and in all our manu¬ 
scripts. 2 

Besides this treatise the printed editions give a complete work by 
Boethius on categorical propositions and syllogisms, which bears in our 
later manuscripts 3 as a heading De syllogismis categoricis ; our older 
manuscripts on the contrary give the superscription of the old revisor: 
Introductio in categoricos syllogismos. 4 

PrantB took the first book of the De syll. categ. to be an excerpt 
from the Introductio . Brandt (op. cit. p. 245) already showed the weakness 
of Prantl’s argumentation. In the meanwhile, the peculiar style of the 
work has struck the attention of several scholars. Rocco Murari, who 
had made a careful study of Boethius in his book Dante e Boezio , 6 was so 

1 The Migne text has been corrected after some good manuscripts. 

2 I know 17 extant manuscripts of the Introductio , all dating from the tenth to the twelfth centuries. 

3 I know 46 extant manuscripts of this treatise, dating from the tenth to the fourteenth centuries. 

4 See the table of contents in the Floriacensis (= Orleans ms 267), quoted above, p. $. Cf. A. 
Van de Vijver, op. cit., p. 444. The printed editions have ‘De syllogismo categorico’ . For the in¬ 
correctness of this title, see S. Brandt, Philologus 62 (1903), p. 238, n. 4. I shall return later 
(below, pp. 38-42) to the correct titles of both treatises. 

5 Geschichte der Logik im Abendlande I, p. 682, Anm. 80. 

6 Bologna 1905. My information about this book is based on what is said on this matter by A.P. 
Me Kinlay, op. cit., pp. 142-143. 
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impressed with many stylistic and other pecularities of the De syll. categ., 
that he declared 1 its first book to be spurious. He took the second book 
of the De syll. categ. to belong as book n to the Introduction considering 
the first book of De syll. categ. as a mediaeval abridgment of the Introductio. 

Me Kinlay hesitates (op. cit., p. 143) to accept Murad’s view, al¬ 
though it harmonizes so well with the results of his stylistic investigation. 
He rightly points to Brandt’s very probable demonstration (op. cit., p. 
245) that the work contains too many additions to be a mere excerpt 
from the Introductio. After all, however, he thinks the first book of De 
syll. categ. to be an “abnormal affair”, whether written by Boethius or 
not. In a later study 2 Me Kinlay investigated further the interrelation of 
both works and proposed to interchange their headings. 3 4 

Finally, J. Bidez* supposed the De syll. categ. to be a prima recensio 
of the Introductio. He refers to the remarkable use of ‘ designativ a’ instead 
of ‘ signijicativa’ in the definitions of noun and verb. I think Bidez is right 
and propose to give some more support to his view. 

If one wants to establish the relation of both treatises, an accurate 
analysis of their contents seems to be indispensable, no less than a de¬ 
tailed examination of some doctrinal and terminological differences. 

As we have already seen, our text of the Introductio is far from 
being complete. What is extant runs parallel with the first book of De 
syll. categ. Let us first compare the doctrinal contents of the Introductio 
with those of the De syll. categ. 1. 

1. Prologue: De syll. categ., 793C1-794D2; Introd ., 761B8-762C11 

2. De nomine: De syll. categ., 794D9-796B4; Introd., 76203-763:08 

3. De verbo: De syll. categ., 796B4-797A3 ; Introd., 76^08-766012 

4. Deoratione: De syll. categ., 797A3-C3 ; Introd., 76601 2-767C1. 
Hence we find a treatment of nearly the same things, but in a different 
order; moreover there are some other important differences. 

(A) De syll. categ. i: De enuntiatione seu enuntiativa oratione 797C3 ff. 

De divisione enuntiativarum orationum 797c 13 ff. 
De subiecto et praedicato 797D10 ff. 

The remainder of our tract, 79801 ff., is wholly devoted to the treatment 
of the mutual relations of simple propositions. 

1 Dante e Boezio , p. 92. 

2 The De syllogismis categoricis and Introductio ad syllogismos categoricos oj Boethius in Classical and Mediae¬ 
val Studies in honor of Edward Kennard Band presented upon the completion of his fortieth year of teaching , 
edited by Leslie Webber Jones, New York 1938, pp. 209-219. 

3 op. cit. t p. 218. See below, p. 39ft. 

4 Apud A. van de Vijver, Les etapes du developpement philosophique du haut moyen age , in Revue beige de 
philologie et d’histoire, vm (1929), p. 444. 
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798ci ff.: Simplicium autem propositionum aliae sunt in nullo termino 
participantes... aliae vero quae participant. Participantium aliae 
sunt quae in utroque termino participant, aliae quae in altero; et 
quae altero termino participant, tribus modis, utroque vero duobus. 
a Ostendamus ergo exemplis quomodo altero tribus modis par¬ 
ticipant (798C7-D13). 

b Earum vero quae ad utrosque participant terminos, duo sunt 
modi; aliae enim ad eumdem ordinem, aliae ad ordinis com- 
mutationem. 

1. prius dicemus de his quae ad eumdem ordinem utroque termino 
participant 799Ai£ = about the mutual relations of universal, par¬ 
ticular, indefinite and singular 1 propositions. 

2. dicamus nunc de his quae ordinis commutatione participant (8 o 4A£ 
ff.) = de conversione propositionum duplex modus: 

a conversio simplex 804C6 ff. 
a' conversio per accidens 806A4 ff. 
p conversio per contrapositionem 807A8 ff. 

Conclusion about the two kinds of conversion (8ioa-b). 

So far the De syll. categ. Let us now analyse our text of the Introductio 
(767C1 - end). 

(B) Introductio . 

De enuntiatione sive propositione 767c 1 ff. 

De divisione enuntiationis 767C6 ff. 

De divisione simplicium enuntiationum 767C11 ff. 

De subiecto et praedicato 768c 1 ff. 

The rest of our treatise is wholly dedicated to the mutual relations of 
simple propositions (769B13-794B3). 

769B13-C13: 

Propositionum vero simplicium aliae sunt quae in nulla parte conveniunt ... 
aliae vero sunt quae aliqua terminorum participatione iunguntur. Id autem duobus 
fieri modis potest: aut enim ordine eodem, aut per ordinis commutationem. 
Eodem vero ordine duplici modo... Ordinis etiam commutatione conveniunt 
duobus modis. 

(a) primum de ea propositionum convenientia quae, cum utrisque par- 
ticipet terminis, participandi tamen ordinem servent. 769D10. 

= about the mutual relations of universal, particular, indefinite and 
singular propositions. 770A6-780A2. 

1 The term ‘singular* is not used by the author; he says (803B10): quaedam propositiones .. ut 
‘ deusfulminat *, ‘deus non fulminat *. 
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(b) nunc de ea participatione dicendum est quae et utrosque terminos 
et eumdem ordinem servat 780A5. 

= about the mutual relation of a simple proposition and another 
having the same subject- and predicate terms, which are made 
infinite, e.g. ‘ omnis homo rationalis est 9 — 1 omnis non-homo non-rationalis 
est 9 . 

(c) nunc earn propositionum convenientiam vel participationem lo- 
quamur quae in utrisque quidem terminis convenientia, sed ordinis 
commutatione consistent. Cuius disceptationis hie finis (aim not: 
end) est: de propositionum conversione docuisse 785B11. 

= about the conversion of propositions. 

Conversio is defined as follows (78503-7): 

Converti autem vel sibi vel aliis propositiones dicuntur quoties mutato ordine 
terminorum, idest quod subiectum fuerat praedicato et quod praedicabatur ante 
subiecto, veritatem simul obtinent vel falsitatem. 

The conversio- simplex (here named: conversio sui!) and the conversio per 
accidens are dealt with together (785C3-787C5). The conversio per contra- 
positionem is not dealt with here. 

(d) Restat nunc de ea propositionum convenientia vel participatione 
disserere in qua utrimque terminorum ordine permutato uni vel 
utrique eorum negativum copulatur adverbium (787C5 ff.). 

= about the mutual relations of converted propositions in which 
one or both terms are made infinite. 

The generic name is conversio per oppositionem ; it contains three moods 
(triplex modus ): 

788A2 - 8: Atque in his enuntiationibus converti termini per oppositionem dicun¬ 
tur: unusquisque enim terminorum negatione praeposita terminis simpliciter 
pronuntiatis videtur oppositus. Huius vero participations est triplex modus: 
aut enim praedicato tantum termino negatio iungitur, aut subiecto, aut utrique 
termini denegantur. 

Thus the author comes to speak of: 

propositiones conversae utrisque infinitis 788A11-790C14 (about 
the conversio per contrapositionem ; this term, however, is not used 
by the author). 

propositiones conversae de praedicato infinito (790D6-792B14) 
propositiones conversae de subiecto infinito (792B14-794A8). 

Only universal and particular propositions are dealt within (b), (c) and 
(d). The author holds an anologous treatment of the indefinite and 
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singular propositions to be superfluous, as appears from the final words 
of the treatise (794A10-B3): 

Quae vero indefinitae sunt (sc. propositiones), quoniam particularium proprietati- 
bus adaequantur, eadem omnia comparatae universalibus obtinebunt quae in 
superiore descriptione particularium propositionum ordo servavit. Restarent 
subiectorum singularium propositiones, de quibus quoniam et longum est dicere 
et nihil ad operis propositi aflPert utilitatem et sibi ipse exemplo earum quas 
superius proposuimus easdem lector inveniet, - praetereundum videtur. 

Let us compare now, some technical terms in the Introductio and the 
De syllogismis categoricis. 

a. the definitions of nomen , verbum , and oratio. 

I start from the text in Aristotle’s De Interpretatione (ed. Minio- 
Paluello, Oxford 19^1). 


Arist., Delnterpr. 16a 19-21 : 

6vop.a piv oftv £cttI q>cov?) aTjpavTix^ 
xaxa auv07)X7)v <5tveu xp^vou, ))<; pY]8&v 
p£po<; £<jtI cnrjpavTixftv xsxwpiapivov. 

Introd ., 76203-^: 

nomen est vox signijicativa secundum 
placitum sine tempore cuius nulla pars 
signijicativa est separata . 1 

We see that the definition given by 
same as that in Boethius’ In Periherm. 

Arist., De Interpr. 1 6b 6-7 : 

£9)pa Si ion 7upo<ja7]pouvov xP^vov, 
oft plpo<; oftS&v aYjpafcvet x w P^* 

Introd. 765013-15: 

verbum est vox signijicativa secundum 
placitum cum tempore, cuius nulla pars 
significativa est separata. 

Arist., Delnterpr ., 16b 26-28: 

Xoyoc; Si it jtI <p<ov$) aTjpavTixif), I\c, tcov 
(xepciv ti aY)(i.avTix6v £<jti xsxcopia- 
pivov, ox; qpa aiq aXX' oftx &Q xa^a- 
cpaau;. 


In Periherm. 1 (= II, £ 2 28 ~ 30 ) : 

nomen ergo est vox significativa se¬ 
cundum placitum sine tempore, cuius 
nulla pars est significativa separata. 

De syll. categ. y 794D8-9: nomen est 
vox designativa ad placitum sine tem¬ 
pore, cuius nulla pars extra designativa 
est. 

the Introductio is substantially the 

In Periherm. I, 5521-22 ( = ii, 6£ 29 -66 2 : 
verbum autem est quod consignificat 
tempus, cuius pars nihil extra significat. 

De syll. categ. y 796B5-7: 
est enim verbum vox signijicativa ad 
placitum cum tempore, cuius nulla pars 
extra significativa est. 

In Periherm. I, 66 26-28 (= II, 8o l8_2 °): 
oratio autem est vox significativa, cuius 
partium aliquid significativum est se¬ 
paratum, ut dictio, non ut affirmatio. 


1 Introd., 765B6-11 gives the fuller definition: nomen est vox significativa secundum placitum sine 
tempore, cuius nulla pars significativa est separata, aliquid finitum designans, cum ‘est’ verbo con- 
iuncta faciens enuntiationem. 



Introd., 766C12-14: De syll. categ., 797A3-5: 

oratio est vox significativa secundum pla- oratio est vox designativa ad placitum 

citum, cuius partes aliquid extra signifi- cuius partes aliquid extra signijicant ut 

cant t ut dictio, non ut affirmatio. dictio, non ut affirmatio. 

The differences are clear: a7]p.otvTixY) is rendered in the De syll . categ . 
with designativa , in the Introd. and the Periherm. with signijicativa ; xoctoc 
auvOrjXYjv 1 is rendered in the Introd. and the Perihermeneias with secundum 
placitum , in the De syll. categ. with ad placitum in the definition, in the 
context sometimes by secundum placitum (79^14, B3, C 2 etc.); xe^copia- 
pivov is rendered in the De syll. categ. with extra , in the Introd. and the 
Perihermeneias with separata. 

In the definition of verbum and oratio both the Introd. and the Desyll. 
categ. differ from the Periherm. (and Aristotle’s wordings). In this de¬ 
finition the Introd. renders by separata , but the De syll. categ. uses 

more exactly the adverb extra, just like Boethius in the Periherm. In the 
definition of oratio both the Introd. and the Desyll. categ. render xe^wpw- 
pivov by the adverb extra. 

We may conclude that the terminology of the De syll. categ. shows 
important differences from both that of the Introd. and that of the Peri¬ 
herm. , whereas the terminology of the Introd. more resembles that of the 
Periherm. 


b. the definitions of affirmatio and negatio. 


Arist., De Interpr. 17a 23-26: 
xoLTOLyccou; SI la xtv a7r69av(ju; xcvb<; 
xaxa xiv6<;, d7r<$cpaau; Si laxcv &tc6- 
(potvoig tlvSq <xtz6 xiv6<;. 

Introd., 767C14-D3: 
enuntiatio affirmativa est enuntiatio 
aliquid de aliquo significans: ... nega- 
tiva vero est enuntiatio aliquid ab ali¬ 
quo praedicatione seiungens. 


Boethius, In Periherm. I, yS 2 ^' 26 (= II, 
11820-22); affirmatio vero est enun¬ 
tiatio alicuius de aliquo, negatio vero 
enuntiatio alicuius ab aliquo. 

De syll. categ., 797CS-7; 
affirmatio est enuntiatio alicuius ad 
aliquid ; negatio est enuntuatio alicuius 
ab aliquo. 


The most striking pecularity in the De syll. categ. is the translation ad for 
xoctoc. The other differences between the Introd. and the De syll. categ. 
and the Periherm. are due to the attempts at variation by the author of 


1 J. Engels investigated the original sense of this phrase in Origine, sens et surrie du terme hoer.ien 
“secundum placitum n in vivarium i, 87-1 14, esp. 102-110. 



the Introduction The construction enuntiatio ad aliquid finds a parallel in 
the use of ad with praedicare, 1 2 3 enuntiare and dicere. This peculiar use of the 
preposition “ad” in the sense of de is not found in the Introd. and the 
Periherm. The Thesaurus Linguae Latinae does not mention this construction 
at all. No doubt, this is a rather surprising rendering of xaxa. As is 
known, the Greek preposition xaxa joined with the genetive case can 
signify ‘in respect of\ ‘ concerning'* , and is very frequent in logical treatises 
since Aristotle, (cf. xaxacpaai.*;, xaTYjyopta 4 ). The translation of xaxa = 
ad probably was supported by the usual rendering of xaxacpaau; with 
ajprmatio (= ad-jirmatio). The preposition ad, no doubt, designates some 
relation; praedicare aliquid ad = predicate something in respect of = 
predicate something of. 5 


We can give the following 


De syll. categ. l 
De syll. categ. II 
Introductio 

Perihermeneias I and II 


statistical survey: 

praedicare (enun¬ 
tiare, dicere) ad 

i 2 
io 
o 
o 


praedicare etc. de 

4 

177 

30 

always 


The results are striking. There is a wide gap between De syll. categ. 1 and 
II, on the one hand and the Introd. and the Periherm. 1 and 11 on the other. 
Though the differences between book 1 and n of the De syll. categ. are 
noteworthy, there is no good reason to reject, with Rocco Murari, their 
unity nor to take the first book of the De syll. categ. as spurious and to 
substitute the Introductio in its place. We must conclude that the two 


1 For other instances, see L. M. de Rijk, Logica Modernorum. A contribution to the history of early 
terminist logic. Vol. 1: On the twelfth century theories of fallacy y p. 41, n. 3. Cf. P. Hadot, Unfragment du 
commentaire perdu de Botce sur les Categories d'Aristote dans le codex Bernensis 363, in Archives d’histoire 
doctrinale et litt£raire du Moyen Age 26 (1959), p. 23. 

2 The construction ‘ praedicare ad' struck also the attention of McKinlay (op. cit., 142) but his 
statistics are unreliable. 

3 Cf. Aeschines 111, 50: ol xocra A 7 )fAOa 0 £vou<; Znotivoi (“the praises bestowed on Demosthe¬ 
nes”); for other instances, see Liddell-Scott s.v. 

4 See L. M. de Rijk, The place of the categories of being in Aristotle's philosophy , Assen 1932, pp. 89-92. 

5 We once find the preposition ‘ ad' used to designate the inverse relation, viz. that of the subject to 
(ad) the predicate De syll. categ. 1, 798D9 : in utrisque (sc. modis, viz. both propositions of the third 
mood of participation) enim ad ‘iustum’ et ad ‘bonum* ‘virtus’ subiectum est. The De syll. categ. 
frequently uses 'ad* for * concerning ‘in respect of'; e.g. ad utrosque terminos participare(799Ai); 
ad eumdem ordinem (799A2); ad quantitatem differre (799B3). This usage is quite common to 
grammarians; cp. the rendering ‘ ad sententiam' for xocra auveaiv. 
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books De syll. categ. form a whole, to be distinguished well from the 
group Introd. and Periherm. i and n. Further arguments will be given 
below, p. 13-16; 23, and 31. 

One might feel inclined to declare the whole work De syll . categ . 
spurious because of the surprising translation of xoctoc and many other 
differences from the authentic works. But it must be noted that the 
peculiar use of ad (after praedicare etc.) is frequently found also in the 
first edition of In Isag . from p. i8 2-3 to the end of the work (1 27 1 ; 

at the same time the construction ‘ praedicare de is found also many times 
(see Index of the Brandt edition). There cannot be any doubt that it was 
Marius Victorinus or, generally speaking, the Latin circle of North- 
African authors, who was responsible for this usage. For instance, com¬ 
pare the translations (in In Isag . 1 and 11) of Porphyry, Isagoge, p. 2 1 ?” 18 , 
ed. Busse: tcov yap xar/jyopoupivcov toc ptiv xa 0 * hoc; X^yerai pi6voo... 
Ta 8 k xaxa 7rXe iovcov ... xtX. 

In Isag. /, 44 I1-1 3 (transl. by Victorinus) : In Isag. II, 18 37-9 (transl. by Boethius) : 
eorum quae dicuntur alia ad unitatem eorum enim quae praedicantur, alia 
dicuntur..., alia quae ad multitudi- quidem de uno dicuntur solo, ...alia 
dem. .. etc. vero de pluribus... etc. 

In the comments on this passage (1, 44 I 7-£ C > 23 ; 11, i83 i s-i 87 21 ) Boethius 
uses in the first edition £4 times praedicare (etc.) with ad, against 20 
times with de; in the second edition the verbs praedicare etc. go always 
with de. 

All this points to the same time of composition as regards the De 
syll. categ . and the In Isag. 1. The affinity of both works finds some 
additional support in the use of some peculiar words. In the initial 
section of his first Porphyry- commentary (In Isag., £ 12-14 ) Boethius uses 
the metaphor of a bridge (pons), in order to illustrate the intention of 
introductory works: Aristoteles, cui factus est introductionis pons, non 
aliter intelligi potest nisi ipsas res de quibus disputaturus est ad intelli- 
gentiam praeparemus. The prologue of De syll. categ. contains a similar 
phrase (793C8-10): hanc igitur providentiam non exosus statui ego 
quoque in res obscurissimas aliquem quoddammodo pontem ponere... etc. 
The affinity of the In Isag. I with both books of the De syll. categ. might 
appear from the use of the phrase u nec nos hoc turbet quod ” or the like: 
In Isag. 1 yl 17 ; De syll. categ. book 1 8o£Bi : Book 11 826C11 and 829D4; 
830D14; this phrase is not found, as far as I know, in other works by 
Boethius. The same can be said of another didactical phrase: repetendum 
est igitur a capite (or a primordio and the like) which is found in the first 
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Isagoge -commentary (In Isag. i, 2 2 8 ; 82 1 3; 87^; De syll. categ. book 1 
796A8; 796C1 ; 8 o2 A£; 80^9; 8 ioai (not in book 11). The phrase 
probably goes back to Porphyry (hag. 9 7 ed. Busse: <£vco 0 ev o 5 v 7raXtv 
apxofiiva) ptjtIov. This Porphyrian phrase is rendered by Victorinus (In 
hag. 87 18 ) with: repetenti nunc a superioribus dicendum est; Boethius writes 
in his own translation (In hag. 11): a superioribus ergo rursus inchoanti 
dicendum est. Again it is a Victorinian phrase that seems to link the 
De syll. categ. 1 up with the In hag. I 1 . 


c. propositio generalis (= universalis ) 

Both books of the De syll. categ. distinguish themselves from the 
Introd. and the Periherm. 1 and 11 by a rather peculiar terminology in the 
division of propositions. We find in the De syll. categ. many times the 
term propositio generalis , instead of the usual propositio universalis , in order 
to designate a universal affirmative or negative proposition. The term 
4 generalis 1 (c.q. 4 generaliter') occurs 29 times in the first book and 6 times 
in the second book of De syll. categ. ; on the contrary, never in the Intro - 
ductio and in the Periherm. 1 and 11. 

Its distribution over the first book of the De syll. categ. is note¬ 
worthy: the term is found in 800C4 ( generaliter ) for the first time; then 
not before 8o£c8; finally from 807A11 to the end of book I no less 
than 27 times, with the complete exclusion of the usual 4 universalis’. 
We find the term 4 generaliter 9 also used in a somewhat different sense to 
designate every kind of the so-called materia propositionum. For our 
purpose, however, the context is very remarkable: 

De syll. categ. I, 8o£Bii-i 6: Ergo videntur posse universales affirmationes et 
particulares negationes (viz. special kinds of them; see the preceding lines) con- 
verti. Et convertuntur quidem, sed non universaliter. ‘ Generaliter* autem dico 
propositiones posse converti quoties universaliter , idest in omnibus, convertuntur. 
Istae autem in duabus solis materiebus converti possunt. 

How could Boethius say: “sed non universaliter, ‘generaliter’ autem 
dico... etc.,” explaining thus the term 4 generaliter ’ by 'universaliter', 
though he used the latter term immediately before? I feel inclined to 
think that somebody (Boethius himself?) substituted in the original 
text of the De syll. categ. I up to 807A, for the unusual 4 generalis ’ and 
4 generaliter ’, the better known terms 4 universalis ’ and 4 universaliter 1 . If so, 
he was not aware of making a nonsensical text in 8 o£B. 

1 Without the dal capo (“repetendum est’) In Periherm. i, 84 23 and n, 386 20 . 
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However this may be, the use of the remarkable term ‘ generalis y 
distinguishes both books of the De syll. categ. very clearly from the 
Introductio and the Periherm. i and ii . 1 

d. the opposition of propositions 

The Greek term avTi<paTix&<; is used by Aristotle (De Interpr 17b 
i6ff) to designate the relation of the universal affirmative proposition 
and the particular negative; the relation of the universal affirmative and 
the universal negative is designated by the term £v<xvt[<o^. The latter 
term is rendered by Boethius with contrarie y whereas for the former 
several words are used by him: contraiacenter , angulariter and contradictorie 
(sometimes the neutral term opposite). 



contra- 

angularis 

contra¬ 

contra- 


iacens 


dictorie 2 

dictorius 




oppositus 


De syll. categ. 1 

14 

1 

0 

1 



(800B7) 


(803D10) 

De syll. categ. 11 

16 

0 

0 

0 

Introductio 

0 

3 

8 

1 





(773A13) 

Perihermeneias 1 

4 

2 I 

I 2 

*8 

Perihermeneias 11 

2 

41 


83 

Anal. Prior a 

13 

O 

3I 4 

O 

(both recensions) 





The term i angularis y 

is found already in ps. 

-Apuleius and 

Martianus 

Capella, De Nuptiis ,s 

to designate the diagonal lines which can be drawn 

1 I know only one other pi 

ace where ‘ generalis ’ has the same 

technical sense as in De syll. categ. 

It is Cassiodore, Didymus in 

/ Joh. v, 14, 15: 

haec propositio generalis (Greek: 

rrjg xa06Xou 


7 rpox<£aecos). 

2 Contradictione oppositus , oppositio contradictionis , oppositio contradictoria, dispositio contradictoria , 
In Periherm. I, 11 £ 29 . 

3 P- 39 19 (= Anal. Pr. i, 36b4o: al avTixeifxevai (opposed to at Ivavxfcai) where the former 
term is used in the sense of <&VTi9aTixaL (Cf. Ross, Bonitz). 

4 Boethius always uses the words ‘opponi’, *opponitur’ without any addition, in the sense of contra- 
dictorius , following, however, the Greek text (dtVTtxet(J 0 ai, avTixe£p,evo<;). 

5 De Nuptiis Philologiae et Mercurii iv, 194 1 -195 s ed. Dick: ducantur angulares lineae ab universali 
dedicativa ad particularem abdicativam et ab universali abdicativa ad particularem dedicativam. Duae 

igitur superiores simul confirmari non possunt, simul negari possunt.Angulares autem 

neque simul affirmari neque simul negari possunt. 




between the contraditory propositions in the opposition-scheme of the 
propositions: 

‘all A is ^Jno A is B ’ 

‘some A is B’ some A is not B’ . 

The only time ‘ angularis ’ occurs in the De syll. categ ., it has this local 
sense referring to the preceding description (8ooa): contraiacentes sunt 
angulares, idest universalis affirmativa et particularis negativa, et item 
universalis negativa et particularis affirmativa. 

The only time the term 'contradictorius' occurs in the De syll. categ. is in 
803D10: 

De syll. categ. 1, 803D10-804A4: Sunt etiam aliae quae contradictoriae vocantur. 
Quae sunt huiusmodi: quoties affirmationem universalem tollit negatio particu¬ 
laris: l omnis homo iustus est ’ — *non-omnis homo iustus est f , et rursus: ‘ nullus homo 
iustus est * et 1 quidam homo iustus est\ In his enim universalis determinatio tollitur. 
Sed de his alias. 

The reference “sed de his alias” is possibly to Boethius’ comments on 
Aristotle, De Interpr. 17b i6flf. ( = In Periherm. 1, 92s -13 ). 1 I doubt, 
however, whether this might not be a later addition. 

The Introductio has once contradictor ius (773A13-14): atque idcirco 
has inter se oppositas et contradictorias nuncupamus. This passage, if not 
De Divis ., 882A io ~ 12 , seems to be the very birthplace of the logical 2 
use of the term ' contradictor ius' as the Latin translation of Aristotle’s 
avTupocTixoc;. 

Both books of the De syll. categ. are closely related one to the other 
by the frequent use of the term 'contraiacens’ 9 in contradistinction to the 
Introductio , where the term is not found one single time. 3 


e. the conversion of propositions 

If we contrast the doctrine of conversion in the De syll. categ. 1 with 
that in the Introductio , some remarkable differences appear. In the De 

1 The notion of ‘to/Zc/e* does not occur in the parallel passage in In Periherm. II, 164 3 ff. 

2 Cf. Prantl, Geschichte der Logik im Abendlande 1, p. 686. The origin of the Latin term seems to lie in 
juridical texts. See Cod. Theod. 11 14,1 (anno 400); for other texts see the Thesaurus Linguae Latinae t 
s.r. 

3 A comparison with the translation of the Prior Analytics is interesting only for the occurrence of 
‘contraiacens’, but it hardly affords any information. 



syll. categ. (i, 798ci ff.) the propositiones participantes (7rp6T<x<rei<; xoivco- 
vouaoci) are distinguished in the following way: 

I propositiones participates in utroque termino 

II propositiones participantes in altero termino. 

For the subdivisions, see our next scheme. 

The division of in utroque termino (ia, ib) is subdivided (see the 
next scheme); that of in altero (iia, iib, iic) is not further taken into 
consideration. 


propositiones 

participantes 


Scheme I (De syll. categ. 1 ) 


I in utroque j 

1 A ad eum- 
idem ordinem 

1 conversio ^ 

1 sibi ipsi seu 
| principaliter 

termino 

< 

I 

IB ad ordinis 


\secundo loco 


f commutati- 

ionem 

1 < 

j simplex < 

l conversio per | 

contrapositi- < 

[ onem j 

hive per acci- 
^dens 

sibi ipsi 

1 

1 [non sibi 
, ipsi] 1 


I A the common term is in one proposition sub¬ 
ject-term ( 5 ), in the other predicate-term (P) 
B the common term is in both propositions pre¬ 
dicate-term (P) 

C the common term is in both propositions 
subject-term (S) 


ad IA. The group ad eumdem ordinem (799B1-804A 4) gives six 
possible combinations ( coniunctiones 799B12), arranged in the well- 
known scheme. For the sake of clarity I add the usual characters a, e, 


i, and 0 . 

A 

univ. aff. ^ 

I 

B 

_ > univ. 

negat. 

1 = contrary 

2 = contraiacent 

> 

* ^ 



3 

> 


>< 


3 

3 = subaltern 

4 = subcontrary 

part. aff. 

1 

4 

part, negat. 

0 



ad. IB. 

The group 

ad ordinis 

commutationem 

(= per conversionem 


has two moods (804A6 to the end of the first book): 
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a. conversio simplex , i.e. the terms are only converted. This mood has 
only two cases: universal negative (e) and particular affirmative (i). But, 
because of (a) the subaltern relations of i to a and of o to e and ((3) the 
convertibility of i and e, also a and o can be converted in a special way 
(secundo loco or per accidens). 

b. conversio per contrapositionem , i.e. the terms are infinitated (= made 
infinite) and converted. Now the inverse of the rules given sub a holds 
true: simple conversion is only possible in a and o, not in e and i. 
A possible form of conversio per accidens analogous to that given sub a 
is not spoken of here. Moreover it can be noted that Boethius takes the 
convertibility of a proposition to be the propositional property that 
if the original proposition is true, the same can be said of its converse; 
if, on the contrary, a proposition and its converse are false, he does not 
speak of convertibility. 

In the Introductio quite another distinction of propositions is found 
(769Bi4ff.). Here the order of the terms is the decisive point of view. 
See our scheme on p. 19. 

We note the following differences between the De syll. categ. and 
the Introductio: 

1. In the De syll. categ. the ratio dividendi was quite a different one: 
in utrique termino — in altero termino. But the latter one does not play any 
role further on. Therefore it is not surprising, indeed, that in the 
Introductio Boethius should choose another principle of division: that of 
the order of the propositions. The sub-group of the propositiones quae 
altero termino participant occurs in the Introductio without a clear connec¬ 
tion with the preceding lines (769D3-7). 

2. There is a terminological difference in the doctrine of the conver¬ 
sion of propositions. In the De syll. categ. conversion (ib) is divided into 
conversio simplex (subdivided into sibi ipsi and per accidens) and conversio 
per contrapositionem —the former subdivision of which — sibi ipsi — is 
dealt with, the other (should have been: per accidens) not). In the 
Introductio , on the contrary, conversion (= 11) is divided into per simplices 
terminos [= iia, subdivided into sibi ipsi (iiai) and per accidens (iiA 2 )] 
and per oppositionem [iib, subdivided into utrisque infnitis (iibi), praedicato 
infnito (iib2 ), and subiecto inflnito (11B3)]. It should be noted, now, that 
the term per contrapositionem (for Sloc avTiOeatv) has been replaced by 
per oppositionem. 

Both differences - the doctrinal one and the terminological one - 
make it clear: (1) that there must have been some distance between the 

1 This case is not dealt with. 
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Scheme II ( Introductio) 


IA per simplices terminos i.e. by terms not in- 
jfinitated (dealt with in 769D8-780A2) 


1. utrisque terminis infinitis 
(780B3 it.) 

2. subiecto termino infinito 
(782C11 ff.) 

3. praedicato termino infinito 
(784B3 ff.) 


propositiones 
participantes 
in altero ter¬ 
mino ; in utris¬ 
que terminis 


I eodem ordine 


II per ordinis 
commutatio- 
nem (dealt with 
in 7 8 £B11 to 
the end 


J B per oppo- 
\sitionem i.e. 
by terms in- 
finitated. 
(dealt with in 
\ 7 8oa^-78^B9) 


A conversio 
simplex ac 
praeter oppo- 
sitionem 
(dealt with 
in 78^8 ff.) 


B per oppo- 
Isitionem 


1. sibi ipsi 

2. per accidens 

1. utrisque 
infinitis 
(788A11 ff.) 

2. praedicato 
infinito 
790 DJ ff.) 

3. subiecto 
infinito 

\( 792 BI 4 ff.) 


propria (sibi 
ipsi, sui, per- 
petua) 

[non-propria] 

propria 

[non-propria] 

propria 

1 

[non-propria ] 


time of composition of the De syll. categ. and that of the Introductio; and 
(2) that Prantl cannot be right in supposing 1 that the first book of the 
De syll. categ. should be nothing but an excerpt from the Introductio; 
the latter, no doubt, not only gives a more detailed doctrine than the 
De syll. categ., but it also testifies to a greater control of logical matters. 

If we contrast, now, the doctrine of conversion of the Introductio 
with what is found about conversion in Periherm. n, the latter certainly 
excels the Introductio in fullness of detail: the author devotes the whole 
fourth book ( Periherm. 11, 2£o 26 -343 3 ed. Meiser) to the doctrine of the 
infinite terms. Moreover, the indefinite propositions are dealt with in 
Periherm . at great length (2££ 7 -324^), whereas they are practically 

1 Geschichte der Logik im Abendlande 1, p. 682, Anm. 80. 
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neglected in the Introduction where they are put on a par with the particu¬ 
lar propositions (see Introd ., and 794A10-14). I must agree that 

all this does not point to any priority of the Introductio to Periherm. 11. 
But the doctrine of privatory propositions, too, is completely neglected 
in the Introductio . This does point, I think, to an earlier date of compo¬ 
sition for the Introductio than for Periherm. 11. 

A final remark on the terminology used in the De syll. categ. The 
term ‘ contrapositw (for ‘ oppositio ’), though being afterwards the usual 
one in mediaeval logic, yet is just as peculiar as the term ‘ contraiacens* 
(for: ‘ oppositus 9 c.q. contradictorius ’). Both do not occur in any other 
source of mediaeval logic than in Boethius’ De syll. categ . Both terms 
show a preference of Boethius (in De syll. categ.) for the prefix 'contra-* 
as the rendering of ‘avTi-’. Therefore the term ‘ contrapositw for ‘ opposi¬ 
tio ’ seems to point in the same direction as ‘ contraiacens* for ‘oppositum*. 
(See above, p. 1 ^f.). 


f. the definition of syllogismus 


Arist., Anal. Pr ., 24b 18-20: 
CTuXXoyia(xo<; 8h ha tl \6yoq Iv & te 0 £v- 

TCOV TlVtoV &TEp6v Tl TtOV XEl[ilVG)V 

dtvaY>tiQ? aupipatvei tw tocutoc slvai. 


Introd. 

[The parallel is failing since Book n is 
lost] 


Boethius, Anal. Pr. f 6 l2 ~ 1 ^ 

(rec. Florentina) 

syllogismus autem est oratio in qua 
positis quibusdam aliud quid ab his 
quae posita sunt ex necessitate accidit 
eoquod haec sint. 

Ibid., 14329-30 ( rec# Camutensis) 
syllogismus vero est oratio in qua 
positis aliquibus aliud quid a positis ex 
necessitate consequitur ex ipsis esse. 

De syll. categ. II, 821A8-12: 
syllogismus est oratio in qua positis 
quibusdam atque concessis , aliud quiddam 
quam sint ea quae posita et concessa sunt , 
necessario contingit per ipsa quae concessa 
sunt. 


The important difference between the De syll. categ. and both recensions 
of the Anal. Priora indicates the priority of De syll. categ. to the Anal. 
Prior a. If Boethius had already undertaken his own translation of the 
Prior Analytics , he would have used his own more exact rendering of the 
Aristotelian text. In the De syll. categ. Boethius now apparently bases 
himself for his definition of ‘ syllogism * on Latin sources, or better: he 
uses the usual Latin translation. 
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As to the syllogistical principle of esse ( c.q. non esse) in toto = de 
omni (c.q. de nullo) praedicari , contrast: 


Arist., Anal. Pr. y 24^26-30: 

8 k kv 6X<p elvai Srepov xal t6 

xoctSl Tcavx6<; xaTr)yopeio0ai 0ax£pou 
OdtTepov Taux6v £otiv. 8 k t6 

xaxi 7ravT&<; xanQYopeioOat 6rav 
fj XaPetv [tou u7roxet(jL£vou] 
xa0’ 08 0dtTepov ou Xex0^)aeTaf xal 
t 6 xaxA (X7)Sev6<; axyauTco?. 


Introd. [the parallel is failing, since 
Book 11 is lost] 


Anal. Priora , 6 20_2 3 (rec. Florentina): 
‘In toto autem esse alterum altero* et 
‘de omni praedicari altero alterum* 
idem est. Dicimus autem ‘de omni 
praedicari’ quando nihil est sumere sub- 
iecti de quo alterum non dicatur; et 
de nullo similiter. 

Ibid. , 144 6-8 (rec. Camutensis): 

‘In toto vero esse aliud in alio * et ‘de 
omni predicari alterum de altero ’ idem 
est. Dicimus autem ‘de omni praedi¬ 
cari’ quando nihil sit sumendum subiecti 
de quo alterum non dicatur; et de 
nullo similiter. 

De syll. categ. 11, 809D10-810B3: 

‘in toto esse’ vel ‘de omni praedicari* 
dicitur, quoties non potest inveniri 
aliquid subiecti ad (!) quod illud quod 
praedicatur dici non possit. 


Here, too, Boethius’ text in the De syll. categ. hardly shows any parallel 
with the Anal. Trior a. No doubt he found his definition in his Greek 
source. 


g. The terms ‘colligere’, i concludere ’ and ‘syllogizare -zari). 

The Greek technical term ffuXXoy^ecrOoa is rendered in the De syll. categ. 
mostly with colligere, sometimes with concludere , never with syllogizare 
(or syllogizari). Since the second book of the Introductio is missing, the 
Introd. must be left out of consideration. 



colli g( 

De syll. categ. 11 

40 

In Periherm. 1 

3 

Anal. Prior a 

0 

(both recensions) 


In Periherm. 11 

7 


concludere 

syllogizare 

collectio 

13 

0 

2 

9 

0 

0 

0 

always 

0 

7 

0 

1 


21 



In the Florence Scholia on the Anal. Priora, translated from the Greek, 
probably by Boethius, and edited by Minio-Paluello (Arist. Lat. in, 4), 
we find the verb colligere used fourteen times for cruvayco, once (4^4) for 
<n>XXoy[£e(j 0 ai. This draws our attention to the ambivalent character of 
our table as regards De syll. categ. and Periherm . 1 and 11: did the Greek 
text used by Boethius give <7uXXoyui(ji6<; or ouvayetv (or the like). 
Nevertheless the table might indicate, I think, a certain preference of 
the young Boethius for the verb ‘ colligere ’ with the meaning 4 to draw a 
conclusion . 

Now, the terms 4 colligere y and ‘collectw are found mostly with the 
Latin rhetors. E.g. Quintilianus, Institutio ix, 2, 103: collectionem qui 
apud ilium (sc. Graecum) est auXXoyiap^, which text has been copied 
verbatim by Julius Victor (Rhetorica in 11, p. 3832 ed. Halm) and Au¬ 
gustine (Rhetorica xi, p. 143 22 ed. Halm) 1 and Fortunatus Rhetor 1 22, 
97 2 ?. The term 4 collectw is also found in ps.-Apulejus, Periherm . 272 ff. 
The term 4 colligere', too, is frequently used by the Latin rhetors. See 
Thesaurus Linguae Latinae s.v., iv. 

In this connection special attention should be paid to the rare term 
4 colligentia’ (or 4 collegentia'), which is used only twice in our extant 
Latin texts according to the Thesaurus. We are told by Cassiodore that 
this term was typical of the work of Tullius Marcellus of Carthago 
( ? a rhetor of the fifth century) : 

Institutiones II, 119 12 - 19 ed. Mynors: sciendum quoque quoniam Tullius Marcellus 
Carthaginiensis de categoricis et hypotheticis syllogismis, quod a diversis philoso- 
phis latissime dictum est, septem libris caute suptiliterque tractavit, ita ut primo 
libro de regula, ut ipse dicit, collegentiarum artis dialecticae disputaret, et quod 
ab Aristotele de categoricis syllogismis multis libris editum est, ab isto secundo et 
tertio libro breviter expleretur. 

The other place is found in Boethius, De syll. hyp. 

De syll. hyp. I, 8^6 A7-9 Ergo ratio colligentiae talis est ut si constituat et conformet 
assumptio quod enuntiatio prima pronuntiat ... etc. 

X X 

X 

Summing up the results of our inquiry into the terminology used by 
Boethius in his works on categorical syllogisms, we may conclude: 

1 See also the Rhetorica ad Herennium 1, 6, 10 and 11, 21,33; Seneca Epist. 4£,8; 48,6; 82,9; 85,3; 
Isidore, Etym. 11, £,9; Marius Victorinus, De Defin. 20 18 - 25 , ed. Stangl; Fortunatus Rhetor 1 22, 
p. 97 27 , ed. Halm; cf. also Gellius, Nodes Atticae 1, 1, tit. 
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(1) the De syll. categ. i and n make use of a definitely older terminology 
than the Introductio and the Perihermeneias i and n do. 

(2) the terminology used in the De syll. categ. 1 and 11 suggests a close 
affinity of this treatise with Boethius’ first commentary on Porphyry’s 
Isagoge. 

(3) this older terminology being closely connected with that of Marius 
Victorinus, and of Latin rhetoric in general, indicates a rather early 
date of composition for the De syll. categ. 1 and 11, i.e. the period during 
which the young Boethius, mainly influenced by North African scholar¬ 
ship, put his first steps on the domain of Aristotelian and Neoplatonic 
logic in commenting upon Marius Victorinus’ translation of Porphyry’s 
Isagoge. I propose to call this period of Boethius’ learned activity the 
North-African or rhetorician period. 1 

(4) the Introductio must have been composed at a decidedly later date 
than the De syll. categ. 1 and 11. In this connection another stylistic pe- 
cularity might be pointed out. Boethius used twice the aoristic in¬ 
finitive, being a Graecism which fits in well with the time when he 
was strongly influenced by his Greek sources : 

Introd ., 78^13-17: Cuius disceptationis hie finis (= aim) est: de propositionum 
conversione docuisse. 

Ibid., 787C13-D2: ...ad instructionem tamen categoricorum syllogismorum 
de hac (sc. differentia participationis) tantum proposuisse sufficiat. 

(g) We might call this later period the Greek period. During this time 
Boethius detached himself more and more from the influences of Latin 
rhetoric and he set himself to translating the Greek sources and studying 
the Greek commentators, whose views he found in the margins of his 
Greek copy of Aristotle. 2 


Let us now examine all the cross-references in or related to the 
De syll. categ. and the Introductio. 

a. the relation of De syll. categ. and the Introd. to the Periherm. 1 and n. 


De syll. categ. 1, 795B12-16: Omnia enim nomina non naturaliter sunt, sed ad 


1 I like to stress here that my distinction of these periods mainly concerns Boethius’ terminological 
dependency upon Latin (or Greek) authors. On the general question of Boethius’ possible Latin 
intermediaries (the philosophical circle of Macrobius and Victorinus), see. P. Courcelle, Les lettres 
grecques en Occident de Macrobe a Cassiodore , Paris 2 i948, pp. 3-36 and J. Shiel, op. cit., p. 241. 

2 See J. Shiel, op. cit. See also below, p. 32ff. 
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placitum ponuntur. Sed de hoc in commentario libri Ilepl £pp.7)velas Aristotelis 
satis dictum est, et maior eius rei tractatus est quam ut nunc queat expediri. 


The reference seems to be to Periherm. i, 47 u -£o 8 (c.q. n, £7 22 -£8 i6 ). 
The Introductio gives nearly the same words in the same context: 

Introd., 764A10-13: Sed de his in commentario libri Ilepl &p(XY)vela<; Aristotelis 
satis dictum est, et maior eius rei tractatus est quam ut nunc totus valeat expediri. 


Might we conclude from these references that the De syll. categ. must 
have been composed after Periherm. 1 or 11? I think we should not be 
right in doing so. If we weigh the conclusiveness of these references 
against that of the terminological peculiarities we have noted above 
(p. 1 off.), the latter, no doubt, must prevail. For the rest, I do not think 
that the reference in De syll. categ. should be an interpolation from the 
Introductio , because the variation in the latter ( valeat for quaet) is against 
this supposition. Both references seem to be not Boethius’ own; they 
had been found by him in his Greek scholia. 1 


De syll. categ. 1, 797B9-11: quomodo autem (5c. pars orationis) ut adfirmatio 
simplex non significat, in commentario Ilepl ipp/rp/elai; explicui. 

This reference seems to be to Periherm. 1, 66 2 9 - 68 2 ? (c.q. 11, 82 2 -92 21 ). 
We might have expected an analogous reference in the Introductio , 
but it does not occur there. Instead of such a reference Boethius gives 
ad locum a further explanation, which shows a remarkable parallel to 


Periherm. 1, 6 y 9 ff.: 

Introd., 766010-76785: 
significant igitur partes orationis ut 
dictio, non ut affirmatio, quamquam 
aliquoties quidem ut affirmatio, sed non 
semper tamen, semper autem ut dictio. 
Est enim dictio simplex verbi ac no¬ 
minis nuncupatio. Nam cum dicimus: 
*si dies est, lux est } , hanc totam oratio- 
nem si dividere in partes velimus, 
scilicet ‘ dies est', ‘ lux est' , utraque pars 
ut adfirmatio significant: ‘ dies est', 
‘lux est' adfirmationes esse manifestum 
est. At si minutatim tota orationis 
membra carpamus, usque in nomina ac 
verba postrema fiet resolutio. Dicemus 


Periherm. I, 6 j 9 ’ 2 ^: 
significant igitur partes orationum ut 
dictio semper, non semper ut adfir¬ 
matio. Nunc auten dictionem dicit 
simplicem verbi aut nominis nun- 
cupationem. Sunt enim quaedam ora- 
tiones, quarum partes ita significant 
quasi adfirmatio, ut in ea oratione quae 
est *52 dies est, lux est', id quod dicimus 
*lux est* totius orationis pars est et ita 
est significativa; ut quaedam adfirmatio 
Sed non omnis oratio adfirmationem 
habet in parte. Haec enim ipsa quae 
dicit * lux est', habet in partibus id quod 
dicimus *lux' et rursus id quod dicimus 


1 See also J. Shiel, op. cit., p. 238. 
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enim partes esse superius positae ora- 
tionis ‘dies’ et ‘/ux’ et ‘est’, quae per se 
prolata non sunt adfirmationes, sed 
tantum dictiones. Omnis vero oratio 
quoniam ex verbis nominibusque con¬ 
sists, in nomina et verba solvi potest. 

Non enim omnem orationem in affir- 
mationem caedi possibile est, veluti si 
quis dicat: ‘lux est\ huius partes sunt 
‘/ux’ atque ‘est’, quas non esse affirma- 
tiones, sed simplices dictiones nullus 
ignorat. Cum igitur oratio quidem non 
semper in affirmationem solvi queat, 
semper autem in simplices dictiones, 
iure dictum est orationis partes extra 
aliquid designare non ut affirmationes, 
sed potius ut dictiones. 

There is, however, no such a clear verbal parallel in Boethius’ expo¬ 
sitions in the second commentary ( Periherm . n, 82 2 ~92 21 , especially 
824-87 17 ). Therefore the explanation given by Boethius in the Introductio 
either is a paraphrasis of what he had said in Periherm. 1, or a translation 
of some scholia jotted on to his Greek copy of Aristotle’s De Inter- 
pretatione. The former part of our alternative seems to be the more 
plausible one, as the wordings of the Introductio (766D10 ff.) do not 
differ from those of Periherm. 1, ff. except stylistically (a paraphrasis 
by means of variatio). If my surmise be right, we must place the Introductio 
after Periherm. 1. This chronological relation fits in well with the results 
of our terminological inquiry, (see above, p. i9f.). 

De syll. categ. 1, 810A14-B1: Haec de categoricorum syllogismorum categoricis 
propositionibus dicta sufficiant. Si qua vero in his praetermissa sunt, in Ilepl 
£p(jL7)velas Aristotelis commentario diligentius subtiliusque tractata sunt. 

This reference is of quite a general nature and, if it is not a later addition 
by some redactor, it can be fairly explained by Shiel’s argument (op. 
cit. y p. 238) that Boethius found this reference in his Greek scholia. 

There is another reference to the De syll. categ. (or to the Introductio?) 
in the second Perihermeneias-commentdnry: 

Periherm. 11, 17220—28 ; Sed nG s auctoritati Aristotelicae servientes id quod ab illo 
veraciter dicitur adprobamus. Nam quod Syrianus dicit indefinitam quidem ad- 
firmationem particularis optinere vim, indefinitam vero negationem universalis, 
- quam mendaciter diceretur quamque utraeque in particularibus rectissime 


‘est’, sed neutra ipsarum adfirmatio est, 
sed tantum simplex dictio. Omnis ergo 
oratio dictionem quidem habet in 
parte, non vero omnis oratio adfirma- 
tionem. Recte igitur dixit partes ora¬ 
tionis significare ut dictionem , non ut 
adjirmationem. 



proponerentur et supra monstravimus et in his libris quos de categoricis syllogis- 
mis conposuimus in primo libro diligenter expressimus. 

The reference is to De syll. categ. i, 8o2c8-dio (or to Introd ., 776C4- 
778A12). Our conclusion is that, at least, the first book of the De syll. 
categ. is prior to the second Perihermeneias- commentary. 

b. the relation of the De syll. categ. and the Introd. to the De top. diff. 

The De top. diff. contains one reference to Boethius’ work(s) on catego¬ 
rical syllogisms: 

De top. diff. 11, ii83AI£-bi: Huius definitionis (viz. that of ‘syllogism') rationem 
secundus quidem liber eorum quibus institutionem in categoricos scripsimus 
syllogismos plene continet. 

The reference is to De syll. categ. 11, 821A12-822C12 and seems to show 
the priority of the second book of the De syll. categ. to the De top. diff . 11. 


c. the relation of the De syll. categ. and the Introd. to the De syll. hyp. 
De syll. hyp. I, 831C7-10 gives a general reference: 

Nam cum categoricorum syllogismorum plenissime notitiam percepisses, de 
hypotheticis syllogismis saepe quaerebas, in quibus nihil est ab Aristotele con- 
scriptum. 

De syll. hyp. I, 833B13-16 contains a reference to the whole work on 
categorical syllogisms: 

Ac de simplicibus quidem, idest de praedicativis, syllogismis duobus libellis 
explicuimus quos de eorum constitutione confecimus. 

De syll. hyp. 1, 834B3-6 refers to the first book of the De syll. categ. (and 
the Introductio ?): 

Sed huiusmodi propositiones quae ex consentientium conditione proveniunt, 
nihil his differunt quas simplices Categoricae institutionis primi libri tractatus 
ostendit. 

De syll. hyp. 1,83 gAj-1 3 raises some difficulty : 

Simplices autem propositiones sunt quas praedicativas primo Institutionis categori¬ 
cae libro diximus. 
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Brandt (op. cit., 2^9) rightly draws our attention to the fact that in the 
De syll. categ. and the Introductio the adiective noun 4 praedicativus' does 
not occur one single time. Therefore it is somewhat surprising, indeed, 
that Boethius here suggests that he had spoken in the De syll. categ. of 
praedicativae propositions instead of simplices propositiones. Brandt, how¬ 
ever, is completely wrong in putting the references in 833B and 834B on 
the same level with that in 835A. 1 On the contrary the last reference 
conflicts with that in 834B, where Boethius says that the first book of the 
treatise under discussion speaks of simplices propositions, which is the 
case, indeed. Brandt failed to see this discrepancy between 834B and 
83£A and for this reason his solution - to suppose a lost work on the 
same subject, entitled Categorica Institutio - lacks good grounds. For, 
putting together 834B and 835A we must conclude, if we should maintain 
Brandt’s thesis, that in 834B the name Categorica institutio should refer to 
the De syll. categ. (where actually the term 4 simplex propositw occurs), 
but that in 8 3 £A the same name (to be exact : Institutio categorica ) refers 
to another work by Boethius hitherto unknown. This conclusion is 
wholly unacceptable. Therefore we must conclude ex impossibili that 
in 8 3 £A the author is mistaken and apparently thinks of his expositions 
in the Perihermenei ^-commentary, where, as a matter of fact, he fre¬ 
quently uses the term 4 praedicativus’ for xaT 7 )yopix 6 <;. 2 

All these references point to the priority of the De syll. categ. to the 
De syll. hyp. This conclusion finds some additional support from the 
doctrinal point of view. 

d. the relation of the De syll. categ. 11 to the Prior Analytics. 

De syll. categ. ii, 81 2A4-6 : Hoc tamen prodest ad ostensionem syllogismorum quae 

fit in circulo, quam in Analyticis diximus. 

The reference is to Aristotle, Anal. Priora 11, gybiS-g^ a 41. It must be 
noted that in the two editions of his translation of the Prior Analytics 
Boethius always renders xuxXw with circulo , whereas in our passage he 
says in circulo. As to this terminolgy the Latin scholia translated from the 
Greek, attributed by Minio-Paluello to Boethius, go their own way: 

1 Generally speaking this part of Brandt’s argumentation is rather confusing and lacking stringency; 
so he is also wrong in distinguishing between the terms ‘ introductio * and ‘ institutio *; see below, p. 4if. 

2 See the Index of the Meiser edition. In Periherm. 11, 186 21-2 * Boethius explicitly makes our terms 
synonymous (“Et illas quidem quas categoricas Graeci nominant, Latini praedicativas dicere possu- 
mus. Nam si categoria praedicamentum est, cur non quoque categoricae propositiones praedicativae 
dicuntur?”). Compare also De syll. hyp. 1, 823A6-7 and De top. dijf. 1, 1 iy^A 1 *-^, where our terms 
turn out to be quite synonymous. 
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the scholia £7bi8-£8b8 have five times per circulum and once circulo; 
the scholia ^8bi4»^9a3 2 have always (six times) circulo. 

Thus we see that the rendering of xuxXcp with in circulo in the De 
syll. categ. is quite different from both the translations and the scholia. 
One feels inclined to conclude that when he wrote the De syll. categ. 
Boethius had not yet translated the Prior Analytics nor the scholia found 
in his Greek copy. This might be taken as some additional support for 
Shier s thesis that Boethius in referring to the Analytics did nothing but 
take over the references he found in the margins of his Greek copy of 
the Prior Analytics. Therefore the reference under discussion is quite 
unreliable in regard to the question of the relative chronology of the 
De syll. categ. and Boethius’ translations of (c.q. commentary on) 
Aristotle’s Prior Analytics. 

De syll. categ. n 8 i6bi-2 : Cur autem non possit (sc colligi), in Resolutoriis dictum 
est. 

The reference is not to Aristotle, who speaks of only four moods of the 
first syllogistic figure, but apparently to the quinque modi xoct’ avaxXaaiv 
added by Theophrast and Eudemus. No doubt, Boethius found them in 
his “Porphyrian” scholia (cp. Shiel, op. cit ., 239): 

De syll. categ. II, 814C4-8 : Caeteros vero quinque modos Theophrastus et Eudemus 
addiderunt, quibus Porphyrius, gravissimae vir auctoritatis, visus est consensisse. 


The same holds good for the following reference: 


De syll. categ. 11, 8 i6c£-6 : Cur autem non possit, hoc quoque in Resolutoriis 
diximus. 

Another reference in the De syll. categ. deserves our attention: 

De syll. categ. 11, 822B3-6: Est etiam alia expositio (viz. of the phrase ‘ necessario 
contingere ’ in the definition of syllogism; see above, p. 20), sed in Analyticis 
nostris iam dicta est. 

The reference is to some comments on Aristotle, Anal, priora , 1, 24b 18 
ff. Unfortunately any scholion on this passage is failing in the group of 
scholia edited my Minio-Paluello under Boethius’ name. Now, it is 
noteworthy that Boethius in his last work De top. diff. y when giving once 
more the definition of syllogism, refers (in, 1 i83Ai£-B2 ; see above, p. 
26) only to his exposition in the De syll. categ. 11, 821A-B, not to any 
exposition in his Analytics , although he does refer in the same work 
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(De top. diff. II, 11 8d 1 3" 1 18£A i ) to his translation of the Prior Analytics. 
This might suggest that the reference in our passage (De syll. categ. n, 
82 2B£-6) is not his own, but again had been found by him in the Greek 
marginal notes jotted on to his Greek copy of the Prior Analytics. 
Finally Desyll. categ. n, 829D10-830D13 : 

Haec de categoricorum syllogismorum introductione Aristotelem plurimum se- 
quens, et aiiqua de Theophrasto et Porphyrio mutuatus quantum parcitas intro- 
ducendi permittebat, expressi. Si qua vero desint, in Analyticis nostris calcatius 
exprimemus. 


The future tense exprimemus is read by all our manuscripts and, indeed, 
does not look like a scribe’s misreading for expressimus. Brandt’s hesita¬ 
tive interpretation of the simple future as a perfect future (expresserimus ) 1 
lacks good grounds. We can hardly assume either that here at the end of 
his work Boethius did nothing but follow his Greek source. I think we 
must take these words as Boethius’ own. Therefore McKinlay (op. cit., 
p. 214) seems to be right in saying that all that we can be sure of is that 
Boethius intended to write a commentary on Aristotle’s Prior Analytics 
and that it seems barely possible that at least as late as the De topicis 
dijferentiis his intention was not wholly fulfilled. Moreover it must be 
borne in mind that even a phrase as “in Analyticis nostris ” does not neces¬ 
sarily refer to a commentary on the Prior Analytics. McKinlay ( loc.cit .) 
refers to an important passage in the In Cic. Top. which shows that 
Boethius uses nostros in a sense that may be taken to refer not to a 
commentary, but merely to a translation. 2 3 

Considering all these references together I think that Minio- 
Paluello is right in supposing that Boethius partly (viz. in 8 i2A; 81 6b 
and c; 8 2 2 b) repeated the words of his Greek model, partly (830D) 
thought of his own future commentary on the Prior Analytics which he 
hoped to compose.3 Looking at the results of our examination of the 
cross-references, we see that only the last reference (830D) is con¬ 
clusive: it indicates the priority of the De syll. categ. to Boethius’ works 
on Aristotle, Anal . Prior a. This is the only side-light thrown upon the 
results of our terminological and doctrinal inquiry. 

1 He translates: “wenn etwas fehlen sollte, so wird dafiir auch schon gesorgt sein”, to anglicize, 
with McKinlay (paper quoted above, p. 7), p. 210: “if anything should prove lacking (in our 
treatment), it will have been already provided for”. 

2 In Cic. Top. 1 , io£ib 2 ~3: M . . . priores posterioresque nostros Analyticos, quos ab Aristoteletrans- 
tulimus ... 

3 L. Minio-Paluello, A Latin commentary (?translated by Boethius) on the Prior Analytics and its Greek 
sources. Journal of Hellenic Studies 77 (i9£7)> P* 101, n. 16. 
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The early date of the De syll. categ. finds some additional support in 
the somewhat audacious and pedantic words of the author in his prologue 
to De syll. categ. about Aristotle as a turbator nominum et verborum. This 
kind of pedantry fits in well with the temperament of a quite young man 
and it is anything but surprising that in the parallel passage of the 
Introduction though this treatise is otherwise of a more elaborate style 
than the De syll. categ. , the author betrays a wise modesty: 


De syll. categ. i, 793C1-D2: 

Multa Grai veteres posteris suis in 
consultissimis reliquere tractatibus. In 
quibus priusquam ad res densa caligan- 
tes obscuritate venirent, quadam quasi 
intelligentiae luctatione praeluderunt: 
hinc introductione est facilior disci- 
biliorque doctrina, hinc per ea quae illi 
7rpoXeY6peva vocant, nos praedicta vel 
praedicenda possumus dicere, ad in- 
telligentiam promptior via munitur. 
Hanc igitur pro vide ntiam non exosus, 
statui ego quoque in res obscurissimas 
aliquem quodammodo pontem ponere, 
mediocriter quidque delibans, ita ut si 
quid brevius dictum sit, id nos dilata- 
tione ad intelligentiam porrigamus; si 
quid suo more Aristoteles nominum 
verborumve mutatione turbavit, nos 
intelligentiae servientes ad consuetum 
vocabulum reducamus; si quid vero ut 
ad doctos scribens summa tantum tan- 
gens designatione monstravit, nos id 
introductionis modo aliqua in eas res 
tractatione disposita perquiramus. 


lntrod.y 761B8-C9: 

Multa veteres philosophiae duces poste- 
riorum studiis contulerunt. In quibus 
priusquam ad res profunda mersas cali- 
gine pervenirent, quadam quasi intel¬ 
ligentiae luctatione praeluderunt: hinc 
institutionum breviore compendio fa- 
cilitatur doctrina, hinc per ea quae illi 
7rpoXey6peva vocant, (...) ad intelli¬ 
gentiam promptior via munitur. Huius 
igitur aemulus providentiae statui ob- 
scurarum aditus doctrinarum praemis- 
sa institutionis luce reserare praesen- 
temque operam syllogismis, quorum 
connexionibus omnis ratio continetur, 
addicere modumque eum custodire 
dicendi ut facilitati atque intelligentiae 
servientes adstringamus a veteribus 
dicta latius, enuntiata brevius porriga¬ 
mus, obscurata improprii novitate ser- 
monis consueti vocabuli proprietate 
pandamus. 


Finally, some remarks on the name and the scope of the De syll. 
categ. and the Introduction and their mutual relation. 

As to the relation 1 2 of both Boethian works on categorical syllogisms 
Prantl was wrong in taking the first book of the De syll. categ. to be an 
excerpt from the Introduction Rocco Murari held this book to be 
spurious because of its great number of stylistic and other pecularities .3 


1 Their names and scope will be dealt with below, p. 37ff. 

2 See above, p. 6. 

J See above, p. 7. 
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These pecularities do really exist, but they are common to the De syll. 
categ. n and the first commentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge . 1 Moreover they 
are common to both books of the De syll. categ. , in contra-distinction to 
the Introductio. Moreover, the unity of both books of the De syll. categ. 
is definitely and clearly stated by this passage from book n: 

De syll. categ. 11, 8i8c8-io: Particularibus autem negativis universales affirmativae 
contraiacentes sunt, ut in superiore libro docuimus. 

Since the term ‘ contraiacens' never occurs in the Introductio , our author 
must refer here to De syll. categ. i, 8oob6-8 (contraiacentes sunt angula- 
res, idest universalis affirmativa et particularis negativa); in Introd. 
772BI-4 he speaks of angulares , not of contraiacentes: 

Introd ., 772B1-4: ... respiciendae sunt angulares; hae vero sunt universalis 
affirmatio et negatio particularis, vel universalis negatio et affirmatio particularis. 

We may conclude, then, that both books of De syll. categ. form a unity, 
to be distinguished well from the Introductio. 

According to Shiel (op. cit., 238) the Introductio and the De syll. 
categ. are twin translations of some Greek breviarium , a summary of the 
De Interpretatione doctrine of categorical propositions, serving as an 
introduction to the Prior Analytics. As a matter of fact Porphyry wrote 
such an introduction, as appears from Boethius’ words In Isag. 1, 1 p ff. 
There Boethius speaks of Porphyry’s habit to write some introductory 
treatise on difficult matters; he expressly mentions a work by Porphyry 
on categorical syllogisms: 

In Isag. 1, 1 $ 7-13 : Et mos hie Porphyrio est ut in his rebus quae sunt obscurissimae, 
introducenda quaedam et praegustanda procuret 2 , ut alio quodam libro de cate¬ 
gories syllogismis fecit et de multis item aliis quae in philosophia gravia illustria- 
que versantur. Et hoc (= this too, just like the genuineness of his style; see p. 
1 £ 5 - 7 ) apud superiores indubitatum est, quibus nos nolle credere inscitia est 3 . 


The final words of our passage suggest that this work by Porphyry was 
no longer extant in Boethius’ days, and probably not in those of his 
Greek predecessors either. Therefore we may safely assume that the 
commentarii Boethius speaks of*, are marginal notes found in his Greek 

1 See above, p. 10-23. 

2 This reading of the Munich manuscript CLM 14.436 (= R) seems to be preferable to that of 
most other manuscripts ( praecurrat ) followed by Brandt in his edition. 

3 See also J. Bidez, Vie de Porphyre , le philosophe neoplatonicien , Gand-Leipzig 1913, p. 66. 

4 De syll. categ. 1, 794 C1-4: Et hi quidem, si nos, ut arbitror, non sufficimus, eos commentarios de 
quibus haec nos protulimus, degustent. 
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copy of Aristotle’s Prior Analytics. Now it is a well-known fact that the 
marginal notes were usually very frequent on the first folios of the 
manuscripts 1 ; there they dealt, mostly in a somewhat superabundant 
way, with the so-called TcpoXeyifxsva. We see from Boethius’ own 
prologues to the De syll. categ. and the Introductio that he drew on such 
prolegomena in composing his works. 2 3 4 

The question might be raised of who has been the source of the 
Greek prolegomena Boethius drew on. At the end of the De syll. categ. 
(ii, 829011-14)3 the author mentions Theophrastus and Porphyry as 
his sources. It must be noted that Ammonius is not named here. More¬ 
over, as J. Shiel has already argued (op. cit., 238-239), we find in the 
De syll. categ. the views of ancient Peripatetics (Theophrastus and Eude- 
mus) followed by Porphyry’s criticism: 

De syll. categ. 11, 813B14-C7: Habet enim prima figura sub se, Aristotele auctore, 
modos quatuor. Sed Theophrastus vel Eudemus super hos quatuor quinque alios 
modos addunt, Aristotele dante principium in secundo Priorum Analyticorum vo- 
lumine; quod melius postmodum explicabitur. Secunda vero, figura habet sub se 
quatuor modos; tertia vero, auctore Aristotele, sex; addunt etiam alii unum, 
sicut ipse Porphyrius, superiores scilicet sequens. 

Ibid., 814C4-8 : Hos ergo quatuor in prima figura modos in Analyticis suis Aristote- 
les posuit. Caeteros vero quinque modos Theophrastus et Eudemus addiderunt, 
quibus Porphyrius, gravissimae vir auctoritatis, visus est consensisse. 

I think Shiel’s thesis that Boethius did nothing but translate the 
Greek scholia he found in his Greek copy of the Prior Analytics * receives 
some additional support from an examination of one of the main themes 
of the De syll. categ. and the Introductio , viz. the convenientia or participatio 
of propositions. We have already given a detailed analysis of this doctrine 
(above, p. i6ff). I confine myself now to an investigation of its Greek 
parallels. No doubt, we have to look for Greek parallels in the com¬ 
mentaries of the Greek commentators on Aristotle’s Prior Analytics. 
Four Greek commentaries on the Prior Analytics are extant: one by 


1 This feature is common to both Greek and Latin manuscripts. For our oldest Greek manuscripts 
of the Isagoge , see Busse’s Preface to his edition of that work ( Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca iv, 
1 : Porphjrrii Isagoge et in Aristotelis Categories Commentarium, Supplementum Praefationis, p. x ff. 

2 See these prologues, above, p. 30. 

3 For the text, see above, p. 29. 

4 J. Shiel, Boethius* commentaries on Aristotle , quoted above, p. 4. See also L. Minio-Paluello, Les 
traductions et les commentaires aristoteliciens de Boece, in Studia Patristica, 11, Papers presented to the 
second International Conference on Patristic Studies held at Christ Church, Oxford, 1933. Part 11, 
p. 360. 
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Alexander of Aphrodisias, 1 another by Ammonius, only partly preserv¬ 
ed 2 ; that by Philoponus^ and an incomplete one by ps.-Themistius .4 For 
our purpose the last one can be omitted, since its first part (comments 
on Anal. Priora i, 1-8) is failing. 

Ammonius (3^ ff. ed. Wallies) gives some comments upon ocvti- 
aTpocpr) on the lemma Anal . Priora 1 2,2£ a^-6 (tcov plv ev tw 07 rdpx£tv tyjv 
( xev xa 0 oAou <7T£p7)TiX7)v dvdyxY) toZ<; opoic, avTt.aTpe(p£tv), translated by 
Boethius (7 s-5 ed. Minio-Paluello). Unfortunately these comments end 
abruptly p. 36 15 . But we may supply them with the help of Philoponus. 

Philoponus’ comments upon avTLCTTpocpY) are from 39 31 to 4234. 
Their beginnings show a complete parallel to what is extant of Ammo- 
nius’, so that we are justified to suppose that also the rest is representa¬ 
tive of Ammonius’ views on the matter. 

Philoponus speaks of three kinds of avTurrpocpY) 7rpoxaaecov: 
a 424-9 : y] avTiaTpocpv) £v8£xofiivY), if the order of the propositions is 
the same, but their quality is different; he explains: Sioti £7ul (jl6vy)<; tt)<; 
£v8£XO[A£VY)<; uAy]<; cruvicjTaTai (e.g. ‘ some man is bathing himself ’ - i some 
man does not bathe himself ’) . . . apupOTEpa yap dXyjOeuet. ini tt)<; evSe- 

XO[xev 7 ]<; uArjc;. 

b 429-13 : auv avTiOeaei. avTUxrp09^j, if the propositions differ both 
in order and quality; he explains: Slotl <tuv Tfl 7 coi 6 ty)tl xal ttjv toc^iv 
twv 8pcov [X£TaTL 07 jai.v, e.g. ‘man is animal 1 — ‘not-animal is not-man .5 
c 42 1 3—16 : ^ a7cA 9 j avTL(7Tpo9if), if the quality of the propositions is the 
same, but their order different ; he explains : Slotl repl to a7uAouaTaTOV 

T&V £V Tf\ 7 TpOTaa£L, TOUT£OTl T OXJQ OpOUQ, TZQIEITOLI TY)V <XVTlCJTp09Y)V, e.g. 

‘every man is an animal 1 — ‘some animal is a man 1 . 

The a7uXyj avTi<iTpo9r) is defined as follows (42 I ?-i9) : |(m xoivcovtoc 
800 7rpOTda£G)v xoct’ ap.90T£pou^ toik; opou<; too piv ttoiou too auTOu piivov- 
to<;, t 9 ]^ Se Ta^eox; tcov opcov IvaXAaTTopiivY]^ [aetoc too <TUvaXY] 0 £U£tv. 

The last words (fi £toc too cri>vaX7]0EUEi,v) are added in contra-distinction 
with the so-called ava<7Tpo9Y), only differing from dvTi<7Tp09Y) by to 
^£ u$ea0ai, e.g. ‘every man is an animal 1 “ ‘every animal is a man 1 . 

The differences with the doctrine of conversio as set forth in Boethius’ 
treatises, are clear: 

(1) with Boethius simplex conversio designates the conversion of the 

1 edited by M. Wallies, in Commentaria in Aristotelem graeca II, i. 

2 Ibid., iv, 6. 

3 Ibid., xiii, 2. 

4 Ibid., xxiii, 3. 

5 Philoponus does not intend to give an indefinite proposition, as appears from the use of the definite 
article: “6 <5tv0pco7ro<; £<pov” - m t6 p.7) £coov ou8£ <5cv0pa>7ro<; , \ 
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simple terms (i.e. terms not made infinite) of a proposition, in contra¬ 
distinction to the conversio per contrapositionem (or oppositionem ), where 
the terms are infinitated. The example given by Philoponus of a7cX9j avri- 
(TTpocpY) (‘every man is an animal ’ — ‘some animal is a man) is Boethius’ 
example of a conversio per accidens. 

(2) Philoponus’ avriarpc^Y) IvSexo^evy) is quite different from Boethius’ 
conversio per accidens which has nothing to do with the matter of propo¬ 
sitions but only designates an imperfect form of conversion. On the 
contrary, Philoponus’ avriaTpocpY) auv avTiOcaet can be compared with 
Boethius’ conversio per contrapositionem (or oppositionem ). 

Let us examine, now, the doctrine of conversion set forth by 
Alexander of Aphrodisias. Alexander speaks of avTiaTpocpy) in his 
comments on Anal. Trior a 1, 2, 2^5 (pp. 29 i s-3o 26 ed. Wallies) and 1, 4, 
2^b 32 (4 £ i 0 -46 i6 ). The term avTLGTpocpY) is defined p. 29 23 ff. : avri- 
<TTpo<pr) 8 k 8pcov ecrrfv, otocv evaXXa^avTe^ t&v [jiv u7roxei(xevov tcov Spcov 
xarqyopoufxevov 7ro nq scope v, tov Se ncoc; xarYjyopoupevov U7roxelp£vov 7rot- 
capev, T7)pouvT£(; tyjc; avTtaTp£90[xevY)c; 7rpoTaCT£ax; T7)v 7roiOT7]Ta. a7uXto<; piv 
ouv Y] avaXXayY] tcov 8pcov xara t&v 7upO£ipY)p£Vov Tp67rov avTi<7Tpo9Y) xa- 
Xeltou, olov ncic, <5v0pco7ro^ £cpov, 7cav £cpov av0pco7ro<; * avresTpo^Yjaav yap 01 
opot. 8rav 8 k npoq T73 avTiaxpocpfi xal <juvaXY)0£ucoaiv aXXY)Xat<; at avTicrrpe- 
cpo[i.£vai opolax; Xap(3avop£vai, avTtcrTp£(p£LV eaurau; at npordaeic; aurat 
Xeyovrai (29 2 3-29). 

We see that avTicrrpocpY) is defined as the transposition of the 
subject- and predicate-terms of a proposition, its quality being retained, 
so that what Philoponus calls avaaTpocpY) (in contra-distinction to avri- 
GTpocpY)) here also bears the name of avTtcrrpcxpY). Philoponus’ avTtaTpocpY) 
is only a special case of Alexander’s; to put it differently: if the con¬ 
version happens while the truth of the original proposition is retained 
(= Philoponus’ avTiarpocpYj), Alexander speaks of what Boethius calls 
conversio sui (dvruiTp^eiv eaurau; al npoTiaeu; [= the original propo¬ 
sition and its converse] aural Xeyovrai = 29 29 ). In the following lines 
(2932-30 26 ) the conversio sui (meant by Aristotle in Anal. Priora, 2^a £, 
according to Alexander), is further elaborated. The main regula is 
(2932-30 1 ): pev at avTLX£i(JL£vai dvTLCTTpEcpouatv aXXYjXau; 1 , xai aural 

avriarp^ouaiv, wv 8 k al avrixetpevat, (jly) avriarp^ouaiv, ou8£ aural 
avTt(TTp£9ou(Tiv. Therefore, taking 1 as the contradictory opposition 


1 It must be noted that Alexander here does not speak of the dvriarpo^ Ttov 8pcov, but of the 
second kind of dvTi<jTpo<pr), i.e. dvTurrpocpT) TrpoTaaecov, being defined (p. 29*7 ~ l8 ): 
7 rpoTaaeaiv dvTi<rrpo<p 7 ), xal 8 xav r) xaTa9aTixr) Tfj d7T09aTix7j xfj &polco<; Xap^avo- 
plvfl auvaXY)0euY). 
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of e, and o as that of a , 1 we can state that e and i are convertible with 
themselves, e.g. 

E: 4 no man is a horse 1 * no horse is a man 

i: 4 some man is a musician 4 some musician is a man 1 , 2 

On the contrary, neither a nor o are self-convertible, e.g. 

A: 4 every man is an animal 1 not 4 every animal is a man 1 

O: 4 some animal is not a man 1 not l some man is not an animal 1 . 

The second passage which informs us about Alexander’s view on 
conversion is found in his comments on Anal. Priora I, 4 2^b 32 (= pp. 
4£ I0 -46 i6 ed. Wallies). 

Alexander starts with a division of non-identical propositions; they 
are divided into those which are completely different, and those which 
have common terms; the latter are subdivided into those having only 
one term in common and those having both terms in common. (Alex., 
op. cit ., 4£ 10-13 ). Only the latter sub-group concerns us now. 3 The 
propositions have two common terms and may be examined according 
to the mutual relation of opposition (avT&£cu<;), viz. if they have these 
terms in the same order; they can also be examined according to the 
property of convertibility (be it a mutual one or self-convertibility), viz. 
if the order of the terms is different. The former point of view leads to 
the well-known oppositions of a-i-e-o.* 

From the view-point of convertibility the propositions having both 
terms in common, but in a different order, come into consideration. The 
conversion of propositions is defined thus (465-7): zgti yap 7 rpoTa<j£co<; 
avTKJTpcxpy) xotvoma 7rpOTa<7£cav xaxa toin; Suo opouc; ava7raXt,v Ti 0 £|jivou<; 
p£Ta too (TuvaX7]0£U£Lv.5 The conversion may be: 
a auv avTt0£(i£L (46 6-8 ) : then the propositions differ in quality, 
b ycop'u; avTi0£d£Oi)<; (46 8-10 ) : then they have the same quality; 
group ( b ) is subdivided into : 

b 1 propositions having the same quality and quantity, 
b 2 propositions having the same quality but a different quantity. 

In case b l Alexander turns out to take avTicrrpocpy] as conversio sui (self¬ 
convertibility) ; he instances e and 1. In case b 2 he understands avTtcrTpocpy) 

1 For the sake of clarity I use the well-known characters A, E, /, 0 ; see above, p. 17. 

2 Alexander, op. cit., 3o I_I1 . 

3 Compare Boethius’ expositions, where also the proportioned altero termino participant's are omitted; 
see above, p. 17. 

4 Cf. above, p. 17; compare Boethius Desyll. categ. i 799A1-804A4 = Alexander op. cit., pp. 4£ 15 - 
46 2 ed. Wallies. 

5 Cf. Boethius., Introd., 78^C3-7. 
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not as self-convertibility but as an avxiaTpocpT) 7 upo<; tl, as may appear 
from his words (46 10-16 ): tcov S' ootco^ avTiaTpecpoucoiv [i.e. group (6)] 
at pev 7rpcx; Ttp 7rot(p xal to 7rocrov TauTOV 9uXaTTOuatv, ax; at xa 06 Xou 
a7U09aTixai eSst^Gi^aav 07 capxouaa£ ts xal avayxaiat* opolax; xal at ini 
pep ouc, xaTacpaTixat * at Se Ttve<; to pev ttoiov TauTov ^ouctl, xaTa 8e t 6 
7roaov Stacpcovouaiv, dx; at 7cpo<; Ta<; xa 0 oXou xaTa9aTixa<; avTiorp^ovTai • 
etcrl yap at ini pepotx; xaTa9aTtxat‘ opolax; 8e xal at 7rpo<; t<x<; xaOoXou 
a 7 C 09 aTt,xa<; evSeyopeva^* xal yap 7 rpo<; TauTa^ at ItcI pepoix; a 7 U 09 aTixal 
evSeyopevat, avTUJTp£9ouaiv. 

Comparing this with Boethius, De syll. categ. 1, 8o6A4ff., we see 
that Boethius’ conversio per accidens though not named by Alexander, is 
implicitly contained in Alexander’s expositions. 

Let us contrast now, the expositions of Alexander with those of 
Philoponus and compare them with Boethius’ views in De syll. categ . 
and the so-called Introductio. 

(1) the general framework of Boethius’ expositions De syll. categ. 1, 
799A1 — 804A 4 (= Introd. y 769D10-780A2), put beside De syll. categ. I, 
804A4-810B1 (= Introd ., 780A2-794B4) corresponds with Alexander, 
op. cit. y 4£ i *- 46 2 and 46 2 - 16 . A similar parallel to Philoponus expositions 
cannot be found. 

(2) Philoponus’ avTiaTpo9Yj evSeyopevyj, being - as we have already 
seen above, p. 34 - quite different from Boethius conversio per accidens , 
is not mentioned by Alexander, while Boethius’ conversio per accidens is 
not found in Philoponus, but is implicitly contained in Alexander’s 
expositions. 

(3) Philoponus’ a7rX9j avTiaTpo9Y), being quite different from Boethius’ 

conversio simplex (see above, p. 3 3 ff.) does not occur in Alexander. But 
Alexander’s and Boethius’ views show a remarkable parallel on this 
very point: the latter’s conversio simplex standing against conversio per 
oppositionem , is sometimes called (simplex ac) praeter oppositionem conversio 
(e.g. 790c 1-2), while Alexander speaks of avTiorpo 9 ^) auv avTiOeaet 
and avTi< 7 Tpo 97 ] avTiOeasax; (op. cit. y 46 6-10 ). 

(4) Philoponus does not mention the conversio sui y so important in 
Boethius; on the contrary it does occur in Alexander (see above, p. 34!?.). 

The conclusion is obvious: Boethius’ doctrine of conversion being 
much different from Philoponus’, cannot be traced back to Philoponus 
and Ammonius. On the other hand, it shows so many parallels with 
Alexander’s views that we may look for Boethius’ Greek source in the 
Athenian School (circle of Proclus). 
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Thus Shiel’s thesis 1 of Boethius translating marginal Greek scholia 
by some scholiast in the school of Proclus, who mainly drew upon Por¬ 
phyry, gets some additional support from an examination of Boethius’ 
doctrine of conversion. Elsewhere 2 I have pointed to an analogous situ¬ 
ation with regard to Boethius’ theory of fallacy. 


A few words on the name and the scope of Boethius’ works on 
categorical propositions and syllogisms. 

It was already H. Usener who suggested in his review of Meiser’s 
edition of Boethius’ Perihermeneias-commentdiris ,3 that the Introductio may 
have been the breviarium which Boethius promised in his second commen¬ 
tary on the De Interpretations (Periherm . II, 2£i 8-9 ). J. Shiel (op. cit. y 
p. 238) thinks that the double summary (i.e. both the De syll. categ. and 
the Introductio ) form the breviary announced by Boethius. I must agree 
that the grounds on which Brandt 4 , followed by Cappuynss, rejected 
this view are not stringent 6 . Nevertheless I have some serious objections 
against Shiel’s supposition. For we have already seen (above, p. 2 3ff.) that 
the De syll. categ. seems to belong to the first period of Boethius’ activities 
in the field of logic. Therefore Boethius could not have meant in Periherm. 
11, 251 8-9 the composition of the De syll. categ. But, I think, the Intro¬ 
ductio is not referred to either, because Boethius apparently promises a 
breviary on Aristotle’s Ilepl eppLTjvebx*; (huius enim libri, 2£i 8 ), noton 
the Stagirite’s Prior Analytics: 

In Periherm. 11, 2 so 20 ~2 t;i l6 : Est quidem libri huius (de interpretatione apud La¬ 
tinos, apud Graecos vero Ilepl £pp.7]ve[a^ inscribitur) obscura orationis series 
obscurissimis adiecta sententiis atque ideo non hunc magnis expedissem volumini- 
bus, nisi etiam nihil labori concedens quam pote planissime quod in prima editione 
altitudinis et subtilitatis omiseram secunda commentatione conplerem. sed danda 
est prolixitati venia et operis longitudo libri obscuritate pensanda est. sunt tamen 
gradus apud nos satisfacientes lectorum et diligentiae et fastidio cupientium fa- 
cillime magna cognoscere. huius enim libri post has geminas commentationes 
quoddam breviarium facimus 7 , ita ut in quibusdam et fere in omnibus Aristotelis 

1 Op. cit. y p. 239. 

2 L. M. de Rijk, Logica Modernorum y A contribution to the history of early terminist logic, i. On the twelfth 
century theories offallary , Assen 1962, pp. 30-39. 

3 Deutsche Literaturzeitung (1880), col. 369. 

*■ Entstehungszeit und zeitliche Folge der Werke von Boethius, in Philologus lxii (1903), p. 258. 

5 Article Boke in Dictionnaire d’histoire et de geographic ecclesiastiques, vol. ix (Paris 1939), col. 

369. 

6 See J. Shiel, op. cit.y p. 238. 

7 For the praesens verb facimus = faciemuSy see Engelbrecht, Sitz. Berichte der Wien. Akad. der 
Wiss. Phil. Hist. Classe 144, Abh. 3, p. 33. 
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ipsius verbis utamur, tantum quod ille brevitate dixit obscure nos aliquibus additis 
dilucidiorem seriem adiectione faciamus, ut quasi inter textus brevitatem com- 
mentationisque diffusionem medius ingrediatur stilus diffuse dicta colligens et 
angustissime scripta diffundens. atque haec posterius. 

It must be noted that both the De syll. categ. and the Introductio are 
meant by the author as an introduction to the doctrine of categorical 
propositions and syllogisms. I refer to the end of the prologue of the 
Introductio: 

Introd.y 762c11 -D2 : Quoniam igitur nobis hoc opus est in categoricos syllogismos, 
syllogismorum vero compago propositionibus texitur, propositionum vero partes 
sunt nomen et verbum, pars autem ab eo cuius pars est, prior est - de nomine et 
verbo, quae prima sunt, dehinc de propositione, adultimum de syllogismorum 
connexione tractabitur. 

Moreover it must be borne in mind that even the greater parts of the 
De syll. categ. and the Introductio deal with matters (viz. the doctrine of 
conversio ) that are only touched on in passing in the very ample comments 
of Perihermeneias 11. As a matter of fact the Greek sources of this doctrine 
are commentaries on the Prior Analytics, not on the De Interpretatione. 
Finally we seem to have serious grounds to put the composition of the 
Introductio before Perihermeneias 11 (see above, p. 19f.). 

Therefore we must reject Usener’s view no less than Shiel’s. Our 
conclusion is that either the hreviarium promised by Boethius during his 
commentary on the De Interpretatione is lost or - more likely because 
of the late date of Perihermeneias 11 - that Boethius missed the opportunity 
to redeem his promise. 1 

Finally, what has been the original superscriptions of Boethius’ 
treatises on categorical propositions and syllogisms? No doubt, the title 
of Introductio in categoricos syllogismos given by the printed editions to 
what is extant of the more elaborated version of the Prolegomena is due 
to the present status of our texts. Its incompleteness might have induced 

1 McKinlay’s suggestions and questions on this matter are rather complicated. He writes (op. cit. y 
p. 143-144): “. . . why could it (sc. the De syll. categ.) not be an excerpt from a lost work on the 
same subject, the existence of which Brandt proves (p. 259) - the Caterogica Institution And, further, 
why is not this work . . . the original production that appeared between the first and second editions of 
the commentary on Ilepl *Ep[i. 7 )vela(;? Such a work, just as Brandt suggests, would treat the subject 
somewhat more fully than the Introductio or the extant De Categoricis Sjllogismis , although it did not 
exceed the limits of duo libelli. In that case, the Introductio may be after all the hreviarium of which 
Boethius speaks (ed. Meiser, 11, 251, 8), just as Usener surmised.” We have already seen (above, 
p. 27) that Brandt’s arguments for the existence of a lost work entitled Categorica Institutio are not 
conclusive. As to McKinlay’s supposition (Introductio = hreviarium ), see above, p. 37. 
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the editors to see the so-called Introduction as an introductory treatise to 
the De syll. categ. 

In our manuscripts - I have listed about fifty of them during the 
last years - the tract bears the title, if any, of Antepraedicamenta. Van de 
Vijver seems to be right in supposing 1 that this superscription dates 
from as early as the sixth century and should be considered as a barbarian 
rendering of TrpoXeyopsvoc. As far as I know, there is but one manuscript 
(Munich, C.L.M. 6372, dating from the eleventh century) which entitles 
our treatise: Anteperiermenias. This name fits in very well with what is 
extant of it, but this cannot have been the original title of the complete 
treatise. 

On the contrary the other work, viz. the De syll. categ. bears in our 
older manuscripts the title: Liber introductorius in cathegoricos sillogismos , 
e.g. Valenciennes 406 (9-ioth cent.), Munich C.L.M. 6370 (10th cent.), 
C.L.M. 6372 (10-nth cent.), Orleans 267 (10-iith cent.), Chartres 74 
(10th cent.), Chartres 100 (11th cent.). The title of “De sillogismis 
cathegoricis n (or the like) does not appear in the headings of the manu¬ 
scripts until the twelfth century; it is found, however, in references of a 
much earlier date, e.g. with Abbo of Fleury. 2 3 Meanwhile, it seems no 
less justified to give the title of “Introductio” to the De syll. categ. Compare 
Boethius’ own words at the end of the treatise: 

De syll. categ. n 829m 1-830D14: Haec de categoricorum syllogismorum introduc- 
tione... quantum parcitas introducendi permittebat, expressi ... Nunc vero quan¬ 
tum ad solam categoricorum syllogismorum formam spectat, perfectum hie nobis 
est et ad cumulum introductionis elaboratum. 


Both treatises are announced in their prologues as 7upoXeY6[xeva (see 
above, pp. 32). Moreover, if we take the references into consideration 
(see above, p. 2 6f.), we see that the author mostly refers to the De syll. 
categ. under the name Institutio categorica. 

As a matter of fact it is such utterances by Boethius which led Mc- 
Kinlays to propose an interchange of the usual headings of both works, 
in such a way that the Introductio of our editions should be entitled 
“Institutio categorica” and that the title of “Introductio ad syllogismos 
categoricos” should be given to the De syll . categ. of the printed editions. 
His arguments in support of this view deserve some more attention. 


1 A. van de Vijver, Les etapes du developpement philosophique du haut moyen age, in: Revue beige de 
philologie et d’histoire 8 (1929), p. 444. 

2 See: A. van de Vijver, loc. cit., p. 444. 

3 paper quoted above, p. 7, n. 2. 
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Basing himself on Brandis analysis 1 of the subject matter of the 
two works on categorical syllogisms McKinlay thinks (op. cit., p. 211) 
the conclusion to be justified that the first book of the De syll. categ. 
and the Introductio are almost replicas of each other: not only the 
thoughts and expressions, but also the manner of treatment, he says, 
are similar. But this is not wholly true. As we have seen already (above, 
p. i8f.) there are significant - doctrinal and terminological - differences 
between both treatises. Therefore there seems to be strong evidence 
against McKinley’s view that our treatises are almost replicas of each 
other. 

McKinlay refers (op. cit., p. 213) to the conclusions of his previous 
work. 2 3 They lead him to suspect, now, that Boethius’ references to his 
works on categorical syllogisms are not related to the De syll. categ., but 
to the opus incognitum the existence of which was already supposed by 
Brandt on the ground of some terminological divergences (‘ praedicativus' 
in contra-distinction with ‘ categoricus ’).■* 

In his later investigation McKinlay emphasizes (p. 21^) the fact 
that the De syll. categ. characterizes itself as an introductio (793c; 809B, C; 
829D (bis), and 830D) and that, on the other hand, the Introductio calls 
itself an institutio (76 ib and c). For this reason he would deny the titles 
given to our treatises by the Editio princeps (Venice 1491) and would 
transfer the title of “Introductio ad syllogismos categoricos ” to the De syll. 
categ. of our editions and he proposes to call the Introductio of the editions 
“Institutio categorica” (or better: “Institutio ad (or in) syllogismos cate¬ 
goricos ”). 

I must agree that McKinlay’s renaming of our De syll. categ. is 
strongly supported by our oldest manuscripts (see above, p. 39f.). More¬ 
over McKinlay rightly points (p. 217) to the noteworthy fact that in 
some passages in which whole sentences and paragraphs of the two 
treatises are almost literal replicas of each other 4 the pair of ‘ introductio - 
institutio ’ are the only variants. If anyone might object to identifying the 
Introductio of our editions with the Institutio categorica on the ground that 
the latter had two books, whereas only the first appears in our editions, 
McKinlay would reply (p. 218) that the extant work promised two books 
and that there is no reason to suppose that the author failed to live up to 
his promise. He supposes that the second book of our Introductio is lost 

1 See above, p. 2. 

2 Stylistic Tests . . . etc., pp. 140-144; see above, p. 2 and 7. 

3 See above, p. 26ff. 

4 See especially the introductory paragraphs of both works. 
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or has come down to us in a somewhat abbreviated form as the second 
book of the De syll. categ. of the editions. In regard to the latter work 
he feels sure (p. 218) that in its present form it is not by Boethius, but 
is a late reworking either of the treatise on the same subject that fell 
between the two commentaries on the Perihermeneias or of the Institutio 
categorica (being, according to McKinlay the Introductio of our editions). 
The mediaeval epitomizer of this reworking was - McKinlay supposes - 
probably some schoolmaster who wanted to introduce his students to 
the subject of categorical syllogisms; hence he looked upon his pam¬ 
phlet as an introduction, not as a treatise ( institutio ). His crude and 
careless Latinity (according to McKinlay) would show itself far more 
in the first book, where there is much discussion, than in the second 
book, which consists mostly of model syllogisms; therefore McKinlay 
holds it quite obvious that the second book allowed of only little change 
and would keep its original (i.e. Boethian) style. 

There are, however, some serious objections against McKinlay’s 
views. The “crude and careless Latinity” of the De syll. categ. seems to 
rest only on an unproved statement of McKinlay. Moreover, if it is 
really so, what, then, is to be said of the great similarity of style in the 
introductory paragraphs of both treatises ? As to the numerous stylistic 
and terminological pecularities the De syll. categ. shows in contra¬ 
distinction to the Introductio , they turn out to be fitting in well with the 
usage of the young Boethius (see above, p. 23). Furthermore, how can 
McKinlay explain the doctrinal divergences between the Introductio and 
the De syll. categ. (being, according to him, the work of some mediaeval 
epitomizer)? What was the supposed epitomizer’s source for the doctri¬ 
nal changements? 

Finally, McKinlay’s whole argumentation centres round a di¬ 
stinction (looked upon by him as a principal one) between the terms 
i introductio ’ (according to him = “short introduction”) and ‘ institutio 9 
(rendered by him with treatise ). 1 But by distinguishing so rigorously 
between these words McKinlay puts his argumentations on an extremely 
unstable basis. 

For it must be borne in mind that the terms ‘ introductio ’ and ‘in- 
stitutw have a fully identical sense. Brandt (op. cit., p. 2^8) and McKinlay 
failed to see this. Therefore a short adstruction might be not out of place 
here. The Thesaurus Linguae Latinae (s.v. institutio sub b) notes that 

1 See e.g. op. cit., p. 218-219: “Hence he (viz. the supposed epitomizer) looked upon his pamphlet 
(viz. the De syll. categ.) as an introduction, not as a treatise (institutio). Consequently, he used the 
former term to the exclusion of the latter.” 
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‘ institutio ' frequently has the connotation of ‘introduction and is used for 
compendia artium , especially in the titles of such books . 1 That for Boethius 
both terms have the same meaning clearly appears from In Isag. n, 
i£8 2I " 2 3 4 3: 


Sed meminit Porphyrius introductionem sese conscribere neque ultra quam institu- 
tionis modus est, formam tractatus egreditur. 

Compare also: 

ibid.y 283 i s - i 8 : Quibus omnibus expeditis, idest genere, specie, differentia, 
proprio atque accidenti, descriptisque eorum terminis quantum postulabat in- 
stitutionis brevitas , .. .etc. 


and 


ibid.y 327*7-18; Expositis communitatibus quantum ad institutionem pertinebat diffe¬ 
rentiae et speciei, ... etc. 

For these reasons I propose to follow J. Bidez 2 and to give to our 
treatises the titles Boethius himself appears to have used: Institutio cate - 
gorica. The analogous titles of Boethius' works on arithmetics (Institutio 
arithmetica) and music (Institutio musica ) give some additional support. 
The work printed under the title De syllogismo categorico is to be consider¬ 
ed as the first redaction (Institutio categorica y prima recensio ) and the so- 
called Introductio ad syllogismos categoricos as an incomplete 3 second 
redaction (Institutio categorica , secunda editio ). 

We may safely assume that the term ‘ introductio ’ used seven times 
by Boethius speaking about his De syll. categ. (see above p. 40) is the 
rendering of the Greek daayooyY). It seems not impossible that, after 
completing his commentary on Victorinus’ translation of Porphyry's 
Isagoge , Boethius adapted Porphyry's introduction to the categorical 
syllogisms* possibly also in imitation of Marius Victorinus. Whether 

1 respicitur simul notio introducendi ; I B II adhibetur de prima doctrina. Cf. Cod. lust. I 17, 2, 11, where 
of the Institutiones is said: “prima legum argumenta continebant libri et introductiones vocabantur”. 
The Thesaurus says s.v. 1 b ii b that the term ’ institutio* is used also “de compendiis praeceptorum 
artium (maxime in titulis librorum)”. In glossaries our term stands for ‘dycoy 7 ), dax 7 )<n<;, etaa- 
ycoyr). 

2 See above, p. 7. 

3 Brandt (op. cit. y p. 246) supposed that Boethius never refers to the Introductio because later he found 
no delight in this unfinished work. Every other explanation would have sounded more plausible, 
I think. 

4 Porphyrius did indeed write such a work; see J. Bidez, Vie de Porphyre y le philosophe neo-platonicien , 
Gand-Leipzig 1913, p. 66* y nr 3 and by the same author: Bofce et Porphyre y in Revue beige de philo- 
logie et d’histoire, 2 (1923), p. 198. 
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he had the original of this work at his disposal, seems to me to be un- 
ascertainable and irrelevant now. Later on Boethius probably had 
(different) marginal notes at his disposal, derived from other Greek 
commentators than Porphyry, and these he has been able to use in his 
partial reshuffling of the earlier work (the De syll. categ .), which resulted 
in the Introductio of our editions. 

In this connection another remark of McKinlay has to be put right. 
In his paper quoted above (p. 7) he refers (p. 216) to the fact that 
Boethius when speaking in his De syll. categ. (1, 831B-C) about his work 
on categorical syllogisms uses the phrases “immensus labor” and “cum 
categoricorum syllogismorum plenissime (the editions have amplissime ) notitiam 
percepisses. This text runs as follows (the author addresses himself to 
some unknown friend of his): 

De syll. hyp. 1, 831B9-16: Nam cum id in se obtinet amicitia proprium munus ut 
nolit habere solitarias cogitationes, tunc quod honeste quisque cogitat, nulli 
promptius nisi quern diligit confitetur. Quo factum est ut etiamsi immensus labor 
coepto operi viam negabat, animus tamen ad efficiendum quod aggressus fuerat tui 
contemplatione sufficeret. 

ibid. t 831C7-10: Nam cum categoricorum syllogismorum plenissime notitiam 
percepisses, de hypotheticis syllogismis saepe quaerebas, in quibus nihil est ab 
Aristotele conscriptum. 

According to McKinlay one would hardly be so bold as to apply these 
expressions to such an abbreviated work as the De syll. categ. ; the phrase 
immensus labor 1 is considered by him as somewhat of an hyperbole, even 
when applied to the Introductio. 

But this interpretation is not right. First the words “cum ... 
plenissime notitiam percepisses” obviously refer to an utterance (a letter?) 
of the friend under discussion, which was, no doubt, familiar with the 
current epistolary style. Besides McKinlay’s interpretation of the phrase 
“immensus labor” is anything but convincing. For it refers to the laborious 
work of puzzling out the marginal notes of the Greek copy which Boe¬ 
thius used, not to the results of this work. Shiel (op. cit. p. 234) has 
pointed out a passage in Perihermeneias 11, where Boethius says that it 
took him a long time to decipher the marginal notes of his Greek codex: 

In Periherm. 11, 421* 6 ed. Meiser: nam et plurimorum sunt in unum coacervatae 
sententiae et duorum ferme annorum spatium continuo commentandi sudore con- 
sumpsimus. 

There is every reason to assume that this also applies to the deciphering 
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of the numerous marginal notes in connection with the categorical 
propositions and syllogisms which Boethius found in the initial pages 
of his Prior Analytics codex. Anyone who has worked on marginal notes in 
Mediaeval codices, knows that a term like ‘immensus labor 1 need not 
contain any exaggeration. 


C. Liber de divisione 

As to the superscription of this work 1 it may be noted that the 
title given in the printed editions seems to be the correct one. Compare 
the reference in De top. diff. 119205-7: quorum omnium rationes in eo 
libro diligentius explicui quern de divisione composui. Moreover the 
book on divisions by Andronicus bears the same title. 2 

I start with the investigation of some technical terms. 


a divisio and partitio 

Boethius distinguishes (877B7-C1) several kinds of divisio: 

(1) divisio generis in species \ 

(2) divisio totius in partes > divisio secundum se (878D5-6) 

(3) divisio vocis in significations J 

(4) divisio subiecti in accidentia \ 

(5) divisio accidentis in subiecta > divisio secundum accidens (877B12) 

(6) divisio accidentis in accidentia J 

In the In Isag 1 only (1) and (2) are found. There Boethius expressly says 
(2 2 I 4-i5) that omnis divisio duplex est. In the In Isag . 11 (154^.) we find 
(1) - (3) as divisio secundum se distinguished clearly from (4) - (6) as 
divisio secundum accidens. From this it is apparent that the doctrine of 
division is more developed in the De Divis. and in the In Isag. 11 than in 
the In Isag. 1, so that we may conclude that the In Isag. 1 was written 
before the De Divis. 

The chronological relation, however, of the De Divis. and the In 
Isag. 11 seems to be more difficult to settle. For the In Isag. 11 has a 
somewhat different order in the divisio divisionum: (1) - (3) - (2) and 

1 A new edition of this work is prepared by James Shiel. See Clavis Patrum Latinorum , ed. 2a, nr. 886, 
in: Sacris Erudiri III , 1961. 

2 See Boethius, Liber de divis. , 87^ D1-4: Quam magnos studiosis afferat fructus scientia dividendi 
quamque apud peripateticam disciplinam semper haec fuerit in honore notitia, docet et Andronici 
diligentissimi senis de divisione liber editus ... etc. 



(!>) “ ( 4 ) “ (6). Moreover in the De Divis. (878A1-12) the divisio vocis is 
subdivided into two groups (nomen — oratio) y which subdivision is not 
found in the In hag. 11. But it might be noted that Boethius in the In 
Isag. 11 did not feel any need either to give this subdivision or to refer to 
his broader exposition in the De Divis. 

The term 4 partitio ’ does not occur in the In Isag. 1. In the De Divis. it 
is defined as follows (878A6-7): et nominis quidem per significations 
proprias divisio aequivocationis partitio nuncupatur, in contra-distinction 
to the ambiguitatis discretio . . .quam Graeci ajjLcpipoXtav vocant (878A9-10). 
The In hag. 11 does not reserve this term for equivocation but uses it 
for the whole group of the divisio secundum se: et haec quidem triplex 
divisio secundum se partitio nuncupatur (1 £4 22 ” 23 ). 1 This might point to 
the priority of the In hag. 11 to the De Divis. 

b the four kinds of oppositio 

De Divis. , 881D5-882A5 speaks about the four kinds of opposition: 

(1) ut contraria 

(2) ut habitus et privatio 

(3) secundum ajfirmationem et negationem 

(4) secundum relationem ( 882 A 2 ) or secundum ad aliquid (884B1). 

In his commentary on Aristotle’s Categories Boethius follows the order 
given by Aristotle (11 bi8 ff.): (4) - (1) - (2) - (3). 2 It must be noted 
that Boethius in the De Divis. (881D7-11) speaks of some difficulty 
concerning the distinction of (1) and (2) in certain cases: 

quamquam sint et quaedam res in quibus discernere difficultas sit utrum in contra- 
riis an in privatione et habitu eas oporteat collocari, ut sint motus-quies, sanitas - 
aegritudo, vigilatio - somnus, lux - tenebrae. Sed haec alias. 

The last words (sed haec alias ) apparently refer to an exposition such as is 
found in Boethius’ comments on Arist. Categ. 1 2 b26-i 3 a3£. As a matter 
of fact Boethius deals In Categ. 274B8-277C7 at some length with the 
differences between the opposition of privatio and habitus and that of all 
kinds of contraria. The vague reference seems to suggest that the work 
under discussion (In Categ.) had not yet been completed. 

The same reference sed haec alias is found also in De Divis ., 833815. 
There we read (883B12-C2): 

1 We read, however, in De Divis. , 890D 10-11 : quare de omnibus secundum se partitionibus dili- 
gentissime pertractatum est. 

2 The commentary, however, has in the Migne edition, (264c 8-10) this order: (i)-(4)-(2)-(3). 
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contrariorum vero oppositio dubitatur fortasse an secundum privationem et habitum 
esse videatur, ut album et nigrum , an album quidem privatio nigri sit, nigrum vero 
albi. Sed baec alias. Nunc autem ita tractandum est tamquam si sit aliud oppositionis 
genus , sicut est in Predicamentis ab ipso quoque Aristotele dispositum. (viz. Categ., 
I2b26-i 3 a3s). 

This passage makes it fairly clear that Boethius did not have his com¬ 
mentary In Categ. at his disposal at the time he wrote the De Divisione. 

c the definition of 4 nomen 9 

The Divis. contains the well-known passage (886 bi 2-887B1 3), 
where Boethius deals at great length with the construction of the de¬ 
finition of 'noun . The result is rendered by the words (887A-B): 

fit ergo definitio sic: nomen est vox significativa secundum placitumsine tempore, 
cuius nulla pars extra significat separata. 

The two editions of the Perihermeneias- commentary have: nomen ergo 
est vox significativa secundum placitum sine tempore, cuius nulla pars 
est significativa separata. (1, 4£ 30 -46 2 and n, ^2 28 “ 30 ed. Meiser). 

We see that the Greek technical term (77)p.ocvTLx6<; is always render¬ 
ed by ‘ significative , while De syll. categ. always has designativus as the 
translation of cnrjfxavTLxo^, and significativa when Aristotle’s text has the 
verbal form cnqfiouvei. 1 

We may conclude from this that the De Divis. was written after 
the De syll. categ. 

But what about the chronological relation of the De Divis. to the 
two Perihermeneias-c ommentaries? In Periherm. 11 gives a parallel to the 
above-mentioned passage on the definition of noun occuringin De Divis ., 
886Bi2ff. It is found 11, £3 I2 -6£ 28 ed. Meiser. It is evident that In Peri¬ 
herm. 11 gives a much more detailed exposition than De Divis. and, no 
doubt, the latter was written by Boethius long before In Periherm. 11. 
As to the relation of the De Divis. to In Periherm. 1 we can state that the 
translation of the Aristotelian term xocxa ctuv 0 y)xy)v (16 a 19) in the 
comments of In Periherm. 1 on this place (not in the lemma) frequently 
has secundum positionem along with secundum placitum , while In Periherm. 11 
in this context always has secundum placitum. From this it follows that the 
De Divis. belongs to the same time as Periherm. 1. 

Periherm. i, 46 I0_2 3: Vocum significativarum aliae sunt naturaliter, aliae non natu- 
raliter. .. Non naturaliter vero significativae voces sunt quas secundum positionem 

1 See above, p. iof. 
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esse dicimus... Huiusmodi ergo voces quae secundum positioriem sunt, secundum 
ponentium placitum sunt. 

De Divis., 886c 12-14: vocum significativarum aliae sunt secundum positionem ho- 
minum , aliae naturaliter. 


The comparison of these two passages does not enable us to draw any 
conclusion about the chronological relation of In Periherm . 1 and the 
De Divis., Meanwhile it is noteworthy that in De Divis . 886di-£, without 
any previous announcement that secundum placitum is an equivalent of 
secundum positionem, Boethius says 

De Divis., 886di-£: Quocirca has duas differentias ‘ significativam’ et ‘ secundum 
positionem ’ iungo cum ‘ voce 1 , idest cum genere, et dico: “nomen est vox significa- 
tiva secundum placitum”. 

This abrupt transition from secundum positionem to secundum placitum 
suggests that the author (?or the revisor) here rewrote the original text 
of Divis., 88604-5, which might have been: “nomen est vox significativa 
secundum positionem”. 1 The following lines (886D5-10) only can confirm 
our surmise. If our surmise be right, Boethius wrote his De Divis . some¬ 
what before the In Periherm. 1. The translations of the Aristotelian terms 
xeycopiapivov and x w pk afford some more evidence. The former is 
rendered with separatum in Periherm. 1 and 11 and with extra, while 

the De Di vis. renders both xex^p^fiivov and x^pk with the adverb 
extra. Therefore I suppose that Boethius in the De Divis. made use of an 
older less exact translation (? Marius Victorinus) 2 3 of the Aristotelian 
texts under discussion. In that case we have an additional reason to put 
the De Divis. in the North-African period.3 

To sum up our results: De Divis. was written certainly after In 
Isag. 1 and the De syll. categ. and probably after In Isag. II; but certainly 
before In Categ. I, Periherm. 1 and 11. 


Let us consider, now, the references occurring in De Divisione to other 
Boethian works. 

(1) In his prologue to the treatise Boethius makes an allusion to his 
work in general. 


1 Compare what has been said above, p. 14 about the term 'generalis'. 

2 Mart. Capella has a more grammatical definition of 'nomen , De Nuptiis IV, 184 12-13 ed. Dick: 
nomen est quod quam rem significat et per casus flecti potest. 

3 See above, p. 2 3. 
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De Divis. 877A2-6: Quare quoniam maximus usus facillimaque doctrina est, ego 
quoque (viz. just like Andronicus) id sicut pleraque omnia Romanis auribus tradens 
introductionis modo habitaque in eadem re et competenti subtilique tractatione et 
moderata brevitate perscripsi... etc. 

Brandt (op. cit., 264) is wrong in concluding from these words that the 
De Divis. must have been written after Periherm. 1 and 11. It must be noted 
that Boethius wrote at least his Institutio arithmetica and Institutio musica 
before the Isag. 1. Along with the Isag. 1 (and 11?) and the De syll. categ. 
these works give a quite good explanation of the words sicut pleraque 
omnia Romanis auribus tradens. Moreover, there is no stringent reason to 
limit these words to the previous works; they might refer also to 
Boethius’ works (already written or not) in general. Therefore we must 
conclude that this “reference” does not provide us with any grip on the 
problem of the chronology of Boethius’ works. 

(2) The passage in De top. diff. (119205-7, quoted above, p. 44) makes 
it clear that our treatise has been composed before the De top. diff. 

(3) De Divis., 876D3 refers to Porphyry’s Isagoge (not to Boethius’ 
commentaries on it), and De Divis., 883C1 to Aristotle’s, Categories (npt 
to Boethius’ own commentaries on it), and De Divis., 885D9-10 to 
Aristotle’s Posterior Analytics (not to Boethius’ translation of them, c.q. 
any commentary by Boethius on them). All this might point to the pri¬ 
ority of the De Divis. to those Boethian works, but, I must agree, such 
argument is not quite conclusive. 

(4) De Divis., 882D11-13 contains an interesting note: 

qui vero huius operis, idest dialectici, ordo sit, cum de ordine peripateticae 
disciplinae mihi dicendum esset, diligenter exposui. 

Brandt (< op.cit., 265-266), following Prantl 1 , thought of a separate work 
entitled De ordine peripateticae disciplinae . He wrongly understood diligen¬ 
ter as amply, and failed to find this “ample exposition” 2 3 in Boethius’ 
extant works. But it should be noted that we really possess an accurate 
exposition (diligenter exposui) of this matter, viz. in In hag. 1, i2 x 7-i47 
and probably also in hag. 11, 140*3-1437, where Boethius deals with the 
connected question of whether logic is a part or an instrument of 
philosophy. 3 Therefore our treatise seems to have been written, at 
least, after In hag. 1. 


1 Geschichte der Logik im Abendlande 1, p. 680, Anm. 73. 

2 Op. cit. y p. 26 s “ausfiihrliche Behandlung (vgl. diligenter exposui)”. 

3 Dom M. Cappuyns, too, rejects (article Bo&e, col. 371, quoted above, p. 1, n. 2) Brandt’s view 
on the existence of a separate work De ordine peripateticae disciplinae. 
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The only result we can draw from all these references is that the 
De Divis. was written after In Isag . i and before the De top. diff. The 
terminological questions being taken into consideration, we get as a 
relative date of composition for our treatise: after the In Isag. i (and n)? 
and the De syll. categ. and before the In Categ. i, the Periherm. I and n, 
and the De topicis differentiis. 

Nijmegen, To be continued in the next issue 

Sophiaweg 73 


49 



Is Buridan a sceptic about free will? 


JAMES J. WALSH 


T his study has three points of departure: methodological, textual, 
and philosophical. It is directed to the conclusions of Michalski, 
echoed by De Wulf, as well as those of Monahan, concerning Bu- 
ridan’s scepticism about human freedom of the will. These conclusions 
are presented in the following remarks: 

michalski : 

Dans son Ethique, il enonce l’idee qu’on n’a trouve aucun argument philosophique 
decisif a opposer a la these determinate si bien que la seule arme qui reste aux 
mains des indeterministes est l’autorit^ de la foi catholique et les suites funestes 
pour la vie morale qui decoulent du determinisme... Tout de suite apres apparait 
l’idee sceptique: aliqui supponunt sibi opinionem, quod ita in nobis proveniunt 
ex determinationibus sicut et in brutis... Et ad huiusmodi opinionis reprobatio- 
nem... nullas rationes habemus nisi ex fide nostra catholica et quia sic essemus in 
omnibus nostris actibus necessarie praedeterminati. ( Quaest. in Ethic. 1 . x, qu. 2. 
Ms. Bibl. Jag. 6^8, fol. 3 2ro-vo)... Buridan affirme a son tour que la conviction 
du libre arbitre de l’homme tire toute sa force de la foi catholique et non des 
preuves philosophiques. 

Le scepticisme du philosophe de Bethune passa dans les ecrits de son 41 eve Marsilius 
ab Inghen 1 . 


DE WULF : 

C’est au probleme de la liberte que Buridan consacre ses meilleures recherches, 
et il est partisan du determinisme psychologique... Le determinisme est irrefu¬ 
table. Tout ce qu’on peut lui objecter, c’est qu’il se concilie mal avec la foi 
catholique. Et ad huiusmodi opinionis... reprobationem... nullas rationes 
habemus nisi ex fide nostra catholica et quia sic essemus in omnibus nostris actibus 
necessarie predeterminati ( Quaest . in Ethic ., x, q. i) 2 . 


1 K. Michalski, Les courants philosophiques a Oxford et a Paris pendant le XIV sikcle in: Bulletin inter¬ 
national de l’academie des sciences de Cracovie, les annees 1919-20 (printed 1922-24), pp. s 9-88. 
Citation from pp. 84-8£. See also Le probtime de la volonte a Oxford et a Paris au XlVe sticle in: Studia 
Philosophica 11 (1937), pp. 233-36£. See p. 324. 

2 M. De Wulf, Histoire de la philosophic medievale , sixieme Edition, Louvain and Paris, t. hi, p. 131. 



MONAHAN: 


The fact of Buridan’s philosophical scepticism or fideism is, however, plain; and 
it is the most important single element in his doctrine. Although convinced that 
the human will possesses liberty of choice, Buridan is equally convinced that 
human reason cannot demonstrate this fact. Therefore, he bases the certitude of 
his conviction in this matter upon the rock of faith... Rational arguments in favor 
of such conclusions are considered not to be apodictic, but to yield only probabili¬ 
ty. 1 

Because Monahan has presented what is by far the most thorough con¬ 
sideration of this subject, this study will be for the most part focused 
upon it. I must say in advance that there is one passage which fully 
supports these conclusions; what I wish to suggest is that they are in¬ 
exact in the light of other passages, several of which have already been 
presented by Monahan. 

The methodological point of departure for this study is the re¬ 
flection that the battery of terms, ‘scepticism’, ‘fideism’, and ‘proba- 
bilism’ is not as precise as it might be for the characterization of doc¬ 
trines of considerable epistemological sophistication such as we find 
in fourteenth-century philosophy. Scepticism, for example, can be 
many things. As often considered, it is the view that would reject any 
positive belief at all. Thus we would not exactly say of one who had a 
firm religious faith that he was sceptical about the existence of God. 
By a less stringent usage, one might be considered sceptical who rejected 
rational demonstration, and thus a sophisticated believer might be 
sceptical about alleged proofs for the existence of God. But this leaves 
open the possibility of direct experience as well as rational justification 
of an order less than demonstrative; and I think it would be an unusual 
understanding of the term if one should hold that the mere rejection of 
demonstration were a sufficient criterion for scepticism. I suppose some 
recognition of this lies behind the qualification of Buridan’s scepticism 
as “philosophical” by Monahan above. One may well believe what he 
sees or accept inconclusive arguments of some weight while rejecting 
alleged demonstrations. By calling such a position “sceptical,” emphasis 
is placed on the latter at the expense of the former. When this is 
elucidated by a charge of fideism, this shift of emphasis becomes total. 


1 E. J. Monahan, Human Liberty and Free Will according to John Buridan , in: Mediaeval Studies, xvi 
(i954), PP* 72-86. Citations from pp. 84-85 .1 wish to thank the library of the University of Toronto 
for unusual cooperation for enabling me to consult the unpublished but very helpful dissertation by 
Monahan on this same subject: The Doctrine of Human Liberty and Free Will in John Buridan s Questiones 
super decern libros Ethicorum Aristotelis ad Nicomachum , 19^3. 
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And when fideism is coupled with probabilism, the result is confusion, 
for how can a thinker hold the view that the only justification for a belief 
is religious faith construed as irrational or suprarational, and at the same 
time hold that the belief is probable on the basis of certain rational 
arguments ? All this may seem obvious enough; but what historians often 
appear to mean by calling fourteenth-century thinkers “sceptics” is 
merely that they reject the possibility of demonstration, and I suspect 
that their readers often interpret them to mean that those thinkers 
claim no grounds at all for the belief in question other than religious 
faith. Somewhat more exact and straight-forward delineations might 
reveal significant differences within the so-called sceptical movement 
of the fourteenth century. 1 

The textual considerations supporting this reflection amount to an 
accumulation of apparently minor corrections which suggest a shift of 
nuance in the interpretation of Buridan’s position. Monahan presents 
the first of these corrections. In the passage from Book X, Question 2 
of Buridan’s Quaestiones super decern libros Ethicorum Aristotelis ad Nicoma- 
chum cited above by Michalski and De Wulf, Buridan speaks of having 
nullas rationes for the refutation of determinism except for those drawn 
from the Catholic faith. Monahan has found that the manuscripts and 
the edition consulted by him have parvas in place of nullas . I have 
confirmed this reading in one manuscript and a different edition as 
well. 2 There remains a small problem of punctuation. To judge from 
his quotations, Monahan’s text would run: 

Et ad huiusmodi opinionis reprobationem parvas rationes habemus nisi ex fide 
nostra catholica. Si essemus in omnibus actibus nostris necessario praedeterminati, 
illi non essent nobis imputabiles ad meritum vel demeritum; quod non solum 
fidei nostrae sed etiam scientiis et principiis moralibus repugnat .3 

But the two sentences occur in different footnotes, with no indication 


1 See E. Moody, Ockham , Buridan , and Nicholas of Autrecourt in: Franciscan Studies vn (1947), pp. 
113-146, especially pp. 137-42, for an effort to distinguish between the positions of Buridan and 
Autrecourt on the validity of judgments of substance and causation. 

2 See Monahan, Human Liberty , footnote 24, p. 76. Monahan says here that he has consulted the 1489 
Paris edition and Paris manuscripts Bibl. Nat. Lat. 16128, 17831, and Bibl. Mazarine 3£i£. But in 
footnote 9 on p. 73, he says that it was Bibl. Nat. 16129 that he consulted, not 16128. In any event, 
I have consulted 16128 and the 1513 Paris edition. My reason for preferring this edition is that it is 
an improvement by Giles of Delft over his earlier 1489 edition. There is also a convenient 1637 
Oxford edition without abbreviations which may be somewhat easier for many readers to consult. 
In view of this, page references will be given to this edition. The passage under discussion is found 
on p. 8^7. 

3 See Human Liberty , footnote 17, p. 74, and footnote 24, p. 76. 



that they belong together. Michalski’s text indicates a closer relationship, 
but omits the appeal to morality: 

Et ad huiusmodi opinionis reprobationem ... nullas rationes habemus nisi ex fide 
nostra catholica et quia sic essemus in omnibus nostris actibus necessarie prae- 
determinati. 

The 1513 edition is different again, and shows that what Monahan reads 
as two unrelated sentences is one sentence with one thought: 

... nisi ex fide nostra Catholica, et quia si essemus in omnibus actibus nostris 
necessario praedeterminati, illi non essent nobis imputabiles ad meritum vel 
demeritum,... 

The same relationship is indicated in the slightly different wording of 
Ms. Paris , Bibl. Nat. Lat. 16128 (hereafter identified as Ms. L): 

...nisi ex fide nostra catholica et quia sic essemus in omnibus nostris actibus 
necessario praedeterminati propter quod illi non essent nobis imputabiles ad 
meritum vel ad demeritum... 

The burden of the first two readings is to reduce the grounds for freedom 
to the faith, unless close attention is paid to the last clause of the first. 
The burden of the last readings is that we have slight, or a few, argu¬ 
ments for the refutation of determinism except for those drawn from the 
faith as well as from moral responsibility. This is brought out by the last 
clause of the passage, which is not controversial (my italics): 

quod non solum fidei nostrae sed etiam scientiis et principiis moralibus repugnat. 


The fact that the faith is not the sole support for freedom in the eyes of 
Buridan is also indicated by another crucial passage which also calls for 
small modifications. Michalski and Monahan both cite the following 
passage from Book in, Question 1, as evidence for Buridan’s fideism. 
The text as Michalski gives it is: 

Et ideo simpliciter et firmiter credere volo fide, una cum aliqua experientia ex 
actibus Sanctorum et Philosophorum, huic credulitati concordantibus, et firmiter 
adhaerentibus, quod voluntas, caeteris omnibus eodem modo se habentibus, 
potest in actus oppositos; sicut dicebatur prius. 1 

The second clause of this passage seems to make little sense: “together 
with some experience from the acts of the saints and the philosophers.” 

1 See Le probUme de la volonte , footnote i, pp. 323-24. The passage is on p. 152 of the 1637 edition. 


£3 



In Monahan’s text we find dictis in place of actibus , which is some im¬ 
provement. 1 In Ms . I, fol. 73 ro., we find et dictis in place of ex actibus , 
which leads us into the light: “together with some experience and the 
sayings of the saints and the philosophers. ” 

Putting these two groups of corrections together, we reach the 
conclusion that for Buridan there are three arguments for human 
freedom of the will: from faith, from experience, and from moral 
responsibility. The first of these is not involved here. Let us pause over 
the other two and enter into the philosophical portion of this study. 

The argument from experience is the first to be offered in defense 
of Buridan’s conception of free will: 

Ista autem positio videtur primo patere per experientiam: statim enim diceret 
aliquis, in voluntate mea est ire, vel non, vel per hanc viam, vel per illam. 2 

The determinist reply is that the immutations of the will are not manifest 
to us. Shortly after this is given, Buridan makes the remark about aliqua 
experientia and urges that no one should turn away from the common 
path, especially in faith and morals, merely because he cannot resolve 
all difficulties. The wisest doctors, he adds, hold contrary opinions about 
even such obvious matters as the sensible presence of a stick. It would 
appear from this passage that as a philosopher as well as a Christian, 
Buridan was not much impressed by unobservable immutations of the 
will. And in Question 3 of Book in we find the argument from ex¬ 
perience repeated with some vehemence : 

sed voluntas libere potest acceptare opus illud, sine refutatione, vel refutare, sine 
acceptatione; vel etiam nec refutare, nec acceptare, sed diferre, ut videtur mihi, 
quod quasi quilibet homo experiri potest in seipso .3 

The last words here, in seipso , may have special significance, in that a 
point that Buridan makes more than once is that a dog acts as though 
he were free in moving in opposite directions successively, and yet we 
hold that his movements are causally determined.* The experience of 

1 See Human Liberty , footnote 20, p. jg. 

2 Ibid., footnote i£, p. 74; Ms. L, fol. 71 ro.; 1637 edition, p. 148. Vel non is mission from this last. 

3 This reading is that of the 1^13 edition and can be found on p. 168 of the 1637 edition. It agrees 
with the text established by Monahan at the end of his dissertation. In Ms. L , a new paragraph begins 
after sed diferre , with Et videtur mihi. 

4 See Monahan, Human Liberty , p. 76. The point occurs in Question 2 of Book x and in Question 4 
of Book IX of the Questiones in Aristotelis libros Metaphysicorum IX. See p. 8^6 of the 1637 edition of the 
ethical commentary, final paragraph, substituting canem for hominem in the seventh line of that 
paragraph. 
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freedom is apparently not equated by Buridan with the observation of a 
certain kind of behavior. 

There is no doubt, then, that Buridan offers the argument from 
experience. The question is, what importance he attaches to it, in 
view of the phrase aliqua experientia. Aliqua experientia may fit with 
parvas rationes to indicate that he does not take it very seriously, which is 
Monahan’s interpretation. He notes that “for Buridan, the existence of 
such libertas oppositionis is plain from experience,” but assumes that the 
recourse to experience has only the significance of indicating a confessed 
inability to achieve genuine demonstration. He further says that such 
experience “signifies common opinion having a high degree of proba¬ 
bility” and that such recourse to experience is a common nominalist 
procedure, citing 1 a parallel argument from William of Ockham, 
Quodlibeta i, 16. But that is not quite what we find in this passage from 
Ockham. He does say that the will cannot be proved to be free, but 
he does not say that the recourse to experience yields merely high 
probability. What he does say is that the freedom of the will can be 
known evidently from experience : 

Circa secundum sunt due difficultates. Prima est utrum possit probari sufficienter 
quod voluntas sit libera... Circa primum dubium dico quod non potest probari 
per aliquam rationem, quia omnis ratio probans accipit eque dubia et eque igno- 
tum conclusioni vel ignotius. Potest tamen evidenter cognosci per experientiam, 
per hoc quod homo experitur quod quantumcumque ratio dictet aliquid, potest 
tamen voluntas hoc velle vel nolle. 2 

So much, then, for the argument from experience: Buridan definitely 
offers it; that does not imply that probability is all he expects from it; 
Buridan does not seem to attach quite the importance to it that Ockham 
does; whatever force it does have is distinct from the faith. 

We can be more brief about the argument from moral responsibility. 
We have already seen Buridan explicitly distinguishing it from the faith. 
He appears to accord it a certain primacy in holding that the only 
freedom which should be attributed to man is that which is necessary 
to preserve moral responsibility .3 If determinism is contrary to moral 

1 Monahan, Human Liberty, p. 74. 2 Quodlibeta Septem , Strasbourg, 1491. 

3 Question 2, Book x, p. 8^7 of the 1637 edition. See Monahan, Human Liberty , pp. 74-7^. Monahan 
remarks: “It seems to be this preeminently ethical consideration, rather than anything based upon 
metaphysics or psychology, which causes Buridan to defend human liberty”. In that case, why go on 
to say that “the real basis for Buridan’s rejection of determinism lies in his religious faith and not in 
any philosophically demonstrable arguments”? The answer seems to lie in some assumption of a 
strict dualism of demonstration versus faith functioning as a historical rubric to the exclusion of 
finer shadings. 
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principles, one might argue that the truth of moral principles depends 
on the truth of freedom. I think that Monahan may have misplaced an 
emphasis here. He notes that Buridan says in one place that it is not 
always necessary to use demonstrations in moral sciences (and in natural 
sciences as well, a fact which Monahan ignores) - that “persuasive proofs” 
are also permitted. 1 The context of this remark is the problem, whether 
one can voluntarily injure himself. Buridan might well admit probable 
arguments here without admitting them in a matter involving the very 
possibility of morality at all. The relevant point here is not that one 
may sometimes use probable reasoning in moral science, but rather 
that if any moral principle is certain, then freedom must be certain, 
for without freedom all moral principles are illusions. And there is no 
doubt that for Buridan some moral principles are certain. The following 
passage from Question i of Book vi not only makes it clear that some 
moral principles are certain, but also that the certainty derivable from 
experience is not, for Buridan, merely the certainty of psychological 
conviction: 

Item si prudentiae conclusionibus assentiremus per assuetudinem, sequeretur 
quod nec prudentia esset certa regula operum humanorum, nec haberet regulam 
per quam dirigeretur, quod est inconveniens; consequentia patet, quia sicut veris 
principiis possumus adhaerere per assuetudinem, ita et falsis: sicut dicit Aristot. 
in secundo Metaphysice: et Commentator in prologo tertii physicorum: oportet 
igitur aliter fieri directionem operum humanorum, videlicet quod ex natura rei 
quaedam principia non solum in speculabilibus, sed etiam in practicis fiunt nobis 
cognita naturaliter, scilicet ex sola naturali inclinatione intellectus ad ipsum 
verum: aliquando etiam fiunt nobis nota per experientiam, scilicet quia communi- 
ter vidimus ex tali operatione tale vel tale consequi malum, concedimus tanquam 
principiis sic habentibus ortum ex natura rei ratiocinando (si peccatum non fuerit 
in forma ratiocinationis) semper innatae sunt conclusiones inferri consonae naturae 
rei. Illis igitur conclusionibus non ex assuetudine assentimus, sed propter ratio- 
cinationem ex principiis acceptis a rerum natura per experientiam. 2 


1 Ibid.y p. 8$, and footnote 69, quoting Question 28, Book v. 

2 P. 474 of the 1637 edition, fol. 220 ro.-vo. of Ms. L. See also Book 1, Question 1, and several 
Questions from Book vi. Ockham also expresses the same non-sceptical and non-probabilist position: 
“Sed disciplina moralis non positiva est scientia demonstrativa, qua noticia deducens conclusiones 
sillogistice ex principiis per se notis vel per experientiam scitis est demonstrativa, sed talis scientia 
moralis est huiusmodi, ergo, etc. Major est manifesta. Minor probatur, quia multa sunt principia per 
se nota in philosophia morali. Puta quod voluntas debet se conformare recte rationi. Et quod omne 
malum est vitabile et fugiendum. Similiter per experientiam sciuntur multa principia . . . Et ultra 
dico quod ilia scientia est certior multis aliis, pro quanto quilibet potest habere maiorem experien¬ 
tiam de suis actibus quam de aliis. Ex quo patet quod ilia scientia est multum utilis et evidens.” 
Quodlibeta Septem , 11, 14. 
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I should now like to offer some inconclusive observations regarding 
the assertion that Buridan considered all rational consideration of this 
issue to attain only probability. I have already confessed that this seems 
to accord ill with fideism, and on this preliminary point there is a 
complication in Monahan’s position which should be unravelled. His 
view is that Buridan “bases the certitude of this conclusion upon the 
tenets of faith rather than upon the results of philosophical speculation. 
The question then arises, just what sense is given to the term ‘certitude’ 
here. Monahan quotes Buridan to the effect that sophisms can diminish 
certitude even when the intellect necessarily assents to the first principle 
itself. 2 As Monahan pointed out in his unpublished dissertation, certain¬ 
ty could be subjective conviction or objective cognitive status in medieval 
consideration .3 We have here an ambiguity, which is to be resolved, 
I think, by the fact that the loss of certitude in the first principle is 
discussed by Buridan in the context of habit, not of evidence. The 
certitude that is lost in this case is psychological, and the fact that 
Buridan mentions this would hardly be taken as evidence for the claim 
that he was a probabilist or fideist regarding the first principle. If the 
certitude that is based on faith is of this order, then, it would seem to 
be irrelevant to questions of cognitive status. 

The question, then, is whether Buridan intended that the arguments 
from moral responsibility are probable in the cognitive rather than in 
the psychological sense. This is a difficult question, in that Buridan does 
not explicitly say they are probable arguments. Where Monahan tells us 
that Buridan does say this, Buridan only remarks that he will see how 
the freedom of the will can be defended disputative* It is true that 
Buridan explicitly labels other positions as probable, for example, the 
view that pleasure necessarily involved in apprehended goods is needed 
for freedom to be of help in human life. 5 But what is one to conclude 
from that? It shows that Buridan was quite aware of some sort of 
concept of probabilism, but it raises the question, why, if he was 
capable of saying a position is probable, he simply did not do so in the 
case of the freedom of the will. He does say that he cannot satisfy himself 
in this exalted matter by arguments and resolutions. 6 I am not sure that 

1 Human Liberty, p. 75. See also p. 84. 

2 Ibid., p. 85, footnote 72, quoting from Book vi, Question 11. 

3 See p. 83 of his dissertation. 

4 Monahan, Human Liberty, footnote 21, p. 75, quoting from Book vi, Question g of the metaphysical 

commentary. 5 See Book hi, Question 3. 

6 See Book hi, Question 1: “Ideo non miror si in hac altissima materia non possum per rationes et 
solutiones satisfacere mihi ipsi”. Quoted in Monahan, Human Liberty, footnote 20, p. yg. See p. i$2 
of the 1637 edition. 
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confessing oneself to be puzzled is quite the same as classifying argu¬ 
ments as probable. This may seem a hypercritical observation, but a 
certain hypercriticism may be in order to counterbalance the prevalent 
zeal for the fideist interpretation. In Monahan’s case this zeal goes so 
far as to claim that the mere use of the term credo is an index for the 
grounding of a belief in faith rather than reason: “But again, although 
its meaning is clear, his (Buridan’s) conclusion is prefaced by the sig¬ 
nificant T believe’, indicating that its basis is faith and not reason.” 1 

This is a very surprising claim to make. Consider the following 
two passages alone, in the first of which we find credo introducing a 
demonstration, and in the second, a point with no religious significance 
at all: 

Credo quod omnes ad aliquem finem ultimum tendunt, quoniam si sint operationes 
naturales sine cognitione mediante, tunc finem ultimum habent, quia Deus et 
natura nihil faciunt frustra. 2 

Et credo quod tanta fuit orta controversia inter opinantes ex defectu logicae. 3 

The context for this last passage is the controversy over the eternity 
of the knowable. In Question g of Book vi of the metaphysical commen¬ 
tary, Buridan uses credo promiscuously, in and out of connection with 
the faith : 

Credo quod ilia propositio (about causality) est vera et concedenda. Credo quod 
prima solutio (about astronomy) sit sufficientior. ut credo et fides habet ponere 
(about liberty of opposition). 4 

I conclude from this very brief investigation that the force of the term 
credo as used by Buridan must be gathered from the particular contexts 
in which it occurs, and affords no blanket index to any fideistic attitudes. 

Now I should like to end by considering a passage from the meta¬ 
physical commentary which threatens to undo all that has been attempted 
in this study. This passage seems to show that Buridan himself subscribed 
to the very dualism of demonstration versus faith whose limitations as a 
historical rubric are denounced elsewhere, and hence, that the basis 
for maintaining the freedom of the will was for Buridan faith and faith 
alone. It is as follows : 

1 Human Liberty , p. 76. His footnote 26 quotes a passage from Book in, Question 2, beginning with 
credo . 

2 Book 1, Question 5, p. 16 of the 1637 edition, fol. 7 ro. of Ms. L. 

3 Book vi, Question 6, p. £01 of the 1637 edition, fol. 232 vo. of Ms. L. 

4 Fols. 3£ vo, 36 ro., 36 vo. 
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Et sic ut mihi videtur magis fidei credendum est quam rationi naturali quod ista 
differentia libertatis et non libertatis est inter voluntatem nostram et appetitum 
sensitivum canis: quia non esset bene faciliter possibile demonstrare quod voluntas 
nostra sit omnino indifferens et quod possit sine alio se magis determinare ad hoc 
vel ad illud quam appetitus ipsius canis. 1 

There is one resource of the scholar in a quandary which I should like 
to mention only to avoid. This is the developmental approach. There 
are reasons for supposing that Buridan’s ethical commentary reached its 
final condition later than did his metaphysical commentary. 2 3 But even 
accepting that, it is not very clear whether the later passages constitute 
genuine second thoughts or merely amplifications of the earlier. If the 
former, then all said above would seem to apply in full force. If the 
latter, then perhaps Buridan was as confused as his historians and this 
study is hypercritical. 

But there is another resource of the scholar in a quandary which is 
always worth employing. This is to turn to what is philosophically 
fundamental. There is no doubt that Monahan, Michalski, and De Wulf 
are correct in holding that for Buridan the freedom of the will cannot 
be scientifically demonstrated; and there is no doubt that Buridan 
occasionally writes as though this places considerable emphasis on the 
faith. I have tried to point out that this emphasis does not preclude 
other types of arguments. I should like also to point out that Buridan is 
in good company on this score, and that his position really should not 
be interpreted as a “retreat from reason,” as Monahan says .3 Buridan 
is merely recognizing the force of a point made more clearly by Duns 
Scotus. He distinguishes between two types of active powers, the 
natural and the voluntary, and argues for the immediacy of this di¬ 
stinction. After some discussion of that, he says the following: 


Contra ista objicitur primo sic: ista propositio est contingens, voluntas vult , si 
voluntas non est ex se determinata ad volendum, quomodo autem aliqua propositio 
contingens est immediata? Secundo sic, quare ponitur ista indeterminatio in vo- 
luntate, si non potest probari per naturam voluntatis? Ad primum responsio, ex 
necessariis non sequitur contingens... Ad secundum, a posteriori probatur, 
experitur enim qui vult se posse non velle, sive nolle, juxta quod de libertate 
voluntatis alibi diffusius habetur. 4 

1 Book ix, Question 4, fol. $8 ro. of the 1518 edition. See also Monahan, Human Liberty , footnote 

2£ on p. 76. 

2 See E. Faral, Jean Buridan , reprinted from the Histoire litteraire de la France , T. xxvm, 2e partie, 

Paris, 195-0, pp. 120-22. 

3 See Monahan, Human Liberty , p. 8$. 

4 Quaestiones subtilissimae super libros Metaphj'sicorum Aristotelis , Book ix, Question 15, sections 4-5, 
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This seems to represent much the same position as that held by Buridan: 
the indeterminacy of the will cannot be proved except by experience; 
but Duns Scotus adds a reason why this must be the case, namely, that a 
contingent cannot be proved from a necessary. That is, it is a philo¬ 
sophical mistake to suppose that the freedom of the will could be 
demonstrated, if what is meant by demonstration is an argument from a 
nature , for there is no argument from a nature to a will. So far as I 
know, no one accuses Duns Scotus of scepticism or fideism about free 
will on the strength of this position, which indeed is but an elaboration 
of St. Augustine’s remarks in Book hi of the De Libero Arbitrio . 

The following passage from Book hi, Question i of the ethical 
commentary shows Buridan using the same distinction between volun¬ 
tary and non-voluntary agents to set aside determinist arguments, and 
cautioning against inappropriate induction from non-voluntary agents. 
By a parallel inappropriate indiction one might also conclude, after 
examining the other animals, that man cannot laugh: 

Ad primam ergo rationem alterius opinionis dicendum est: quod major est in- 
telligenda de agente voluntario; haec enim est differentia agentis voluntarii et 
non voluntarii, quia agens voluntarium potest se libere ad utrumque oppositorum 
determinare, caeteris omnibus eodem modo se habentibus, ista est enim proprietas 
naturalis agentis voluntarii, sicut posse ridere hominis. Propter quod aliqui male 
arguunt, volentes hanc veritatem interimere, per inductionem in aliis agentibus, 
et dicentes, quod solutio non est conveniens, quae est contra inductionem, dat 
instantiam in proposito solum: nam si hoc esset verum, posset probari quod homo 
non esset risibilis per inductionem in aliis animalibus omnibus. Dicendum est 
ergo, quod inductio in aliquibus non concludit in aliis, nisi ilia appareant eiusdem 
rationis, illis, in quibus inductum est: saltern in ordine ad praedicatum, respectu 
cuius facta est inductio. 1 

Somewhat curiously, he refers to self-determination to opposites in 
identical circumstances as the “natural property of a voluntary agent.” 
His distinction between voluntary and natural agents seems to imply 
that a voluntary agent is a non-natural one. 2 Buridan does not explain 
in what sense a non-natural agent can be said to have a natural property, 

pp. 609-10 of the Vives edition. For a discussion of the significance of a parallel passage from the 
Opus Oxoniense , see E. Gilson,yean Duns Scot, Paris, 19^2, pp. £88ff. 

1 P. igi of the 1637 edition, fol. 73, ro.-vo. of Ms. L. The text as given agrees with that established 
by Monahan in his dissertation. Ms. L. differs in a number of transpositions and the addition of semper 
before esset in the clause nam si hoc esset verum. 

2 See also the implied distinction on p. i£4 of the 1637 edition and fol. 74 to. of Ms. L: “Quando 
autem dicitur quod Aristoteles et Commentator similiter arguebant, dicendum est, quod non: 
quia arguebant in agentibus naturalibus, et non in voluntariis”. This passage is missing from Mona¬ 
han’s text. 


60 



which is indeed a considerable philosophical problem. It should be noted 
that in the Question devoted to necessitarianism in his metaphysical 
commentary, Buridan makes no direct reply to the determinist claim 
that contingency is due to matter, but that even though he underscores 
the difference between the Aristotelian view of the immutability of 
God and the Catholic view of the freedom of God, Buridan throughout 
links Aristotle with the faith as defenders of the freedom of the will. 1 

Was Buridan a sceptic about free will? Was he a fideist? We have 
one fideistic passage. We have many passages which say that freedom 
cannot be proved. We have the employment of the arguments from 
experience and from moral responsibility. I see no reason to force the 
issue. 

New-York 
Columbia University 


1 Book vi, Question “Utrum omne futurum de necessitate eveniat? w The negative is introduced 
by the heading, “Oppositum tenet Aristoteles et fides catholica”. But see the entire Question. 
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Berchoriana I: 


NOTICE BIBLIOGRAPHIQUE SUR PIERRE BERSUIRE, 
SUPPLEMENT AU REPERTORIUM BIBLICUM MEDII AEVI 


J. ENGELS 


L e Repertoire de F. Stegmiiller 1 consacre une notice 2 a Pierre Ber- 
suire (Petrus Berchorius, c. 1290-1362), vu que celui-ci a compose 
un commentaire moralise de la Bible. Cependant, V element pro- 
prement biblique n’occupe dans son oeuvre considerable qu’une place 
relativement reduite. 

La notice du KEMA y quelque bienvenue qu’elle soit, ne pretend 
pas fournir une bibliographic exhaustive du sujet. Or, d’une part, la 
bibliographic ancienne sur Bersuire est particulierement embrouillee; 
quant a la bibliographic recente d’autre part, aux quatre coins du globe 
des representants de disciplines fort differentes s’interessent actuellement 
a cet auteur, sans etre toujours a meme de se renseigner a temps sur ce 
que font leurs collegues. C’est pourquoi il m’a paru utile de dresser ici 
une bibliographic tant soit peu complete de tout ce qui a ete ecrit, et 
de ce qu’on ecrit a present, sur Pierre Bersuire. 

Seuls ont ete inseres, sauf indication du contraire, sous l’annee de 
parution, les titres des ouvrages et des articles que j’ai pu avoir entre 
les mains, tout au moins en photocopie. Pour les editions en latin, 
manuscrites ou imprimees, dont Tinventaire n’a ete que partiellement 
etabli, je renvoie en principeaF. Ghisalberti 1933 eta RBMA 1954. Pour 
la traduction de Tite-Live en fran^ais, je renvoie a K.V. Sinclair 1961. 

Il va sans dire que je suis redevable a bien des Bibliotheques. Tout 
en exprimant ma profonde gratitude envers elles, je crois devoir men- 
tionner en particulier les PP. Bollandistes de Bruxelles, qui nTont com¬ 
munique leur edition de 1730-31 de Bersuire pour en faire tirer une 
xerographie, et la Bibliotheque Universitaire d’Utrecht, dont toutes 
les sections nTont prete journellement leur aimable et infatigable con- 


cours. 


1 F. Stegmiiller, Repertorium biblicum medii aevi , 7 vols. parus, Madrid, 1940-1961; reference 
abrdg^e RBMA. 

2 RBMA , IV, 1954, pp. 23^-244; cf. p. 370. 
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*474 

PETRUS BERCHORIUS, 

a) Liber bibliae moralis, Ulm> JohannZainer, 1474,2°. 
b) Liber bibliae moralis , Strasbourg, C.W., 1474, 2°. 

Voir Gesamtkatalog 1928, n 08 3862 et 3863. 

Ce sont les premieres editions imprimees de Bersuire: seul le livre XVI du Re- 
ductorium. Les impressions contenant les livres I-XIV du Reductorium ne viendront 
qu’au seizieme siecle (le Catalogue general 1925, p. 1120 signale celle chez Che- 
vallon de 1 £21), tandis que le XV e livre sera imprime, seul aussi, a partir de 1 £09 
sous le nom de Thomas Walleys ( Metamorphosis Ouidiana 1509). 


*477 

PETRUS BERCHORIUS, 

a) Liber bibliae moralis , Deventer, Richard Paf- 

fraet, 1477, 2°. 

b) Liber bibliae moralis , [Cologne], Bart, von Unkel, 1477, 2°. 

Voir Gesamtkatalog 1928, n os 3864 et 3863 ( Reductorium XVI seul). 


*483 

JACOBUS PHILIPPUS, BERGOMENSIS, FORESTI, 

Supplementum chronicarum , 

Venise, 1483. 

Voir Polain 1932, tome II, pp. 168 ss. 

D’apr^s J. A. Fabricius 1736, la chronique de cet ermite augustinien (1434-1320) 
contiendrait ad annum 1355 l a premiere enumeration — apr&s L’Epitaphe — des 
oeuvres de Bersuire. Pourtant Fassbinder 1917 (p. 2) avoue n’avoir pu la trouver 
dans l’^dition de 1483. Personnellement je n’ai pas eu plus de succes dans les 
autres editions du XV e siecle. 11 s’agit sans doute d’une adjonction a une edition 
posterieure. 

La chronique contient aussi un De genealogia deorum , pour lequel voir Seznec 1953, 
p. 21. 


1484 

Cy commence Ouide .. . son liure jntitule Methamorphose , Contendt . XV . liures 
particuliers moralisie par maistre Thomas Waleys . . . Translate Compile par 
Colard mansion , ... Bruges, C. Mansion, 1484, in-fol. 

Voir [J van Praet,] Notice sur Coland Mansion. . ., Paris, 1829; Polain 1932, t. 
Ill, pp. 360-362; Catalogue general 1961 et 1934; voir aussi Ghisalberti 1933, pp. 
78 ss. et Lavin 1954. - Polain 1932, loc. cit ., et Catalogue general 1934 enumerent 
en outre reeditions et remaniements. 
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1486-1487 

LIVIUS (TITUS), 

Historiarum romanarum decades III, en fran^ais par Pierre 
Bersuire... Paris, 1486-1487. 

La premiere Edition imprim^e de la traduction fran$aise de Tite-Live par Bersuire; 
elle est d^crite chez Polain 1932, t. Ill, pp. $3-$$. 


1489 

PETRUS BERCHORIUS, 

Repertorium morale , Nuremberg, Anton Koberger, 

1489, 20. 

Voir Gesamtkatalog 1928, n° 3866; Polain 1932, t. Ill, pp. 341-342. 

C’est la premiere Edition imprim^e du Repertorium ou Dictionarium morale. 


1 499 

PETRUS BERCHORIUS, 

Repertorium morale , Nuremberg, Anton Koberger, 

1499, 2°. 

Voir Gesamtkatalog 1928, n° 3867; Polain 1932, t. Ill, p. 342. Nouvelle Edition du 
pr£c£dent. 

1500 (circa) 

THEODOLUS, 

Eclogae cum commento , Caen, Pierre Regnault, c. 1500. 

C’est l’edition (decrite par Polain 1932, tome IV, p. 20) que j’ai consults - en 
meme temps que le ms. Leiden, Bibl. Univ. B.P.L. 138-des Eclogae Theoduli (ou 
Ecloga Theodoli) avec le commentaire d’Eudes le Picard (fi4i$), lequel s’est 
servi de Rcductorium XV. Voir Quinn 1963. 

Pour d’autres editions imprimees de ce commentaire et pour des renvois biblio- 
graphiques & Eudes, voir Polain 1932, t. IV, pp. 20-22. 

Le texte critique de l’^glogue elle-meme dans: Theoduli eclogam rec.... 
J. Osternacher ( Fiinfter Jahresbericht des bischoflichen Privat-Gymnasiums am 
Kollegium Petrinum in Urfahr-Linz ), 1901-1902, ou tir£-a-part 1902. 

A completer par: J. Osternacher, Die Ueberlieferung der Ecloga Theoduli , 
dans: Neues Archiv der Gesellschaft fur altere deutsche Geschichtskunde ..., 40. 
Band, 1916, pp. 329-376; par H. Walther, Das Streitgedicht in der lateinischen 
Literatur des Mittelalters , dans: Quellen und Untersuchungen ..., $. Band, 1914, 
pp. 93 ss.; par G. L. Hamilton, Theodulus: A Mediaeval Textbook , dans: 
Modern Philology , vol. VII = 1910, pp. 169-18$; et par B. Smalley i960, p. 
l S 7 * 
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1509 

Metamorphosis Ouidiana Moraliter a Magistro Thoma Walleys ... explanatd y 
Paris., in aedibus Ascensianis y 1 £09, in - 4 0 . 

Voir British Museum 1936, col. ; Catalogue general 1961, col. Sgg (avec la bi¬ 
bliographic) et Catalogue general 1934, col. 683, n° 92$. C’est la premiere Edition 
imprim£e de Reductorium XV, mais non dans sa redaction finale. 

Pour une transcription, avec resolution des abr 4 viations, voir Werkmateriaal[ 1] i960 
et Werkmateriaal-i 1962. 

Des editions de 13:11, igig et igii sont signages Catalogue general 1934, coll. 
68 3-684. 


1545 

CONRADUS GESNERUS, 

Bibliotheca universalis , sive Catalogus omnium scrip - 
torum locupletissimus ..., Tiguri, 1 £4£. 

Pp. £4$ v -£46 r , notice sur Bersuire. 


*546 

IOHANNIS TRITTHEMIUS, 

De scriptoribus ecclesiasticis ..., Coloniae, 1^46. 

P. 260, notice sur Bersuire. 


GILLES CORROZET, 

Les antiquitez , histoires et singularitez de Paris , ville capi- 
tale du Koyaume de France y Paris, 1 ££o. 

P. 3£ r-v : „En ceste eglise S. Eloy dans la chapelle nostre dame gist Pierre Berchore 
prieur dudit lieu, pour Thonneur de la science duquel (entre autres) i’ay voulu 
transcrire son epitaphe tel qu’il est graue sur sa tombe. 

Hie iacet vir venerabilis magnae pro 
fundaeque scientiae t ac mirabilis <SL 
subtilis eloquentiae } frater Petrus Ber 
chorii , prior huius prioratus t quifuit 
oriudus de villa sancti Petri de itine- 
re, in episcopatu Mailliziacen. in Pi- 
ctauia , qui tSpore suo fecit quinque o- 
pera sua solennia , scilicet dictionariii f 
Reductoriii , Breuiatoriii , descriptio 
nS mudi , trdslationB cuiusdd libri 
vetustissimi de latino in galieu , ad prae 
ceptu excellitissimi Iodnis Regis Fra 
corn, qui obiit anno M.cccAxii ." 
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*556 

P. Ouidii Nasonis Metamorphoseon libri XV..., Venetiis, loan. Gryphius 
excudebat, i££6. 

Cette edition presente des Allegoriae , quibus singularum Jabularum Sensa declarantur 
ita> ut facile cognoscere possimus antiquos poetas Jabularum integumentis uitam nostram 
adumbrasse , mores ejfictos uoluisse , qui sont celles de Bersuire. Elies manquent 
dans l’edition Gryphius de i$ 6£. Voir J. Engels, 1943 ou 1945, pp. 29-32. 


1565 

G. EYSENGREIN, 

Catalogus testium veritatis locupletissimus..., Dilingae, 

156s. 

P. i43 v , notice sur Bersuire. 


1575 

IXTUS SENENSIS, 

Bibliotheca sancta ..., 2 a ed., Francofurti, 1^7 g. 

P. 314, notice sur les oeuvres de Bersuire. 


1583 

CONRADUS GESNERUS, 

Bibliotheca Instituta et Collecta, primum a Conrado 
Gesnero: Deinde in Epitomen redacta, <SL nouorum Librorum accessiones locuple- 
tata, tertio recognita, in duplum post priores editiones aucta, per losiam 
Simlerum . . . Tiguri, 1^83. 

P. 667, notice bibliographique etendue sv Petrus Berthorij. 

Cet item, de meme que 1740 (Siguier), 1771, 1840, 1851, 1911 (Rehder), 
1928-1929, m’ont ete signales a Vlnstitut biohistorique de PUniversite d’Utrecht. 

PAULUS LANGIUS, 

Chronicon citizense. . . usque ad annum MDXV , dans: 
lllustrium veterum scriptorum , qui rerum a germanis per multas aetates gesta- 
rum historias vel annales posteris reliquerunt, tomus unus..., Francofurti, 

I 583 - 

P. 841, notice sur Petrus Berthorij. 
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i $84 

LA CROIX-DU-MAINE [= FRANCOIS GRUDE], 

La bibliotheque , vol. I, Paris, 

1584. 

P. 38$, petite notice sur Bersuire. 


1605 

IOANNIS TRITHEMIUS, 

De viris illustribus ordinis sancti Benedicti , dans: 
Opera , ed. Busaeus, Moguntiae, i6o£. 

P. $8, une notice sur Bersuire, diff^rente de Tritthemius 1546. 


1608 

ANTONIUS POSSEVINUS, 

Apparatus sacri ..., Tomus II, Coloniae Agrip- 

pinae, 1608. 

P. 241, notice sur Bersuire. 


1623 

FRANC. SWEERTIUS, 

Epitaphia joco-seria latina ..., Coloniae, 1623. 

Pp. 167-168, le texte, cite incorrectement et, sans doute, de seconde main, de 
l’epitaphe de Bersuire. 


1626 

SIXTUS SENENSIS, 

Bibliotheca sancta .. ., Coloniae Agrippinae, 1626. 

Pp. 360-361, la meme notice que dans Sixtus Senensis 1575. 


1639 

JACQUES DE BREUL, 

Le Theatre des Antiquitez de Paris , ou est traicte de la 
Jondation des Eglises <$c Chapelles de la Cite , University Ville , Diocese de 
Paris . .., Paris, 1639. 

P. 78: „En la Chappelle nostre-Dame d’icelle on lit encore cet Epitaphe qui est 
graue sur une tombe platte de cuiure.” Suit le texte de l’epitaphe de Bersuire. 
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1686 

CAS. OUDIN, 

Supplementum de Scriptoribus vel Scriptis Ecclesiasticis a Bellar- 
mino omissis ..., Paris., 1686. 

P. 633, notice sv Petrus Berchorius. 


1692 

L. MORERY, 

Le Grand Dictionnaire Historique ..., sixi&me edition, tome 
I, Utrecht, Leyden, Amsterdam, 1692. 

P. 410, br£ve notice sv Berchorius. 


1694 

GUILIELMUS CAVE, 

Scriptorum ecclesiasticorum historia literaha ..., Geneve, 

1694. 

P. 38, une notice sv Petrus Berchorius. Voir Guilielmus Cave 1745. 


1697 

L. E. DU PIN, 

Histoire des controverses et des matieres ecclesiastiques traitees 
dans le quatorzieme siecle y Paris, 1697. 

PP- 272-273, 587, notice bibliographique sur Bersuire. 


1698 

C. LEMAIRE, 

Paris ancien et nouveau , tome I, Paris, 1698. 

Cet ouvrage, dont je n’ai pu disposer, doit contenir (p. 375) TEpitaphe de Ber¬ 
suire, selon Dreux du Radier 1754, p. 374. 


1699 

GERARDUS J. VOSSIUS, 

De historicis latinis 9 dans: Ars historica, Amsterdam, 

1699. 

P. 2go, notice sur Bersuire. 
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1700 

L. ELLIES DU PIN, 

Nouvelle bibliotheque des auteurs ecclesiastiques ..., 2 e ed., 
tome XI, Paris, 1700. 

Pp. 80-81, sv Pierre Bercheur, une petite notice. 


I7II 

SALOMON GLASS(lUS), 

Philologiae sacrae y qua totius sacro sanctae Veteris & 
Novi Testamenti Scripturae , turn stylus & Literatura , turn sensus & genuinae 
interpretationis ratio expenditure libri quinque ..., ed. noviss., Amsterdam, 
1711. 

Pp. 200-201 (= Lib. II, pars i, tract, ii, sectio iii), prend violemment a partie les 
auteurs qui all^gorisent non seulement l’Ecriture sainte, mais m§me la mythologie 
et l’histoire profane. A propos de Bersuire, consid£re comme repr^sentatif du 
genre, Glass cite ce passage, attribu^ par lui 4 Luther: 

Jn Turcia etiam multi religiosi sunt, qui id unum student, ut Alcoranum Mahometi inter - 
pretentur allegorice, quo in majore existimatione sint. Est enim allegoria tanquamformosa 
meretrix, quae ita blanditur hominibus, ut non possit non amari, praesertim ab hominibus 
ociosis , qui sunt sine tentatione. Tales putant se in medio Paradisi Sc gremio DEI esse , 
si quando illis speculationibus indulgent. Ac primum quidem a stolidis , Sc ociosis Monachis 
ortae sunt , Sc tandem ita late serpserunt , ut quidam Metamorphosin Ovidii in allegorias 
verterint. Mariam Jecerunt Laurum: Apollinem Christum: quae quantumvis sint absurda, 
tamen cum proponantur imperitis adolescentibus , sed amantibus Sc studiosis literarum , 
initio valde adlubescunt, ut totos se illis interpretationibus dedant. Ego itaque odi allegorias. 
Si quis tamen volet iis uti, videat , cum judicio eas troctet. ” 

Ibid., attribue 4 Bersuire les Gesta Romanorum, idee qui sera reprise par Thomas 
Warton 1824 et par V. Leclerc 1862. Voir infra, pseudo-bersuires i. 


I 7 l 9 

J. QUETIF ET J. ECHARD, 

Scriptores ordinis praedicatorum , 2 vol., Lutetiae 

Parisiorum, 1719. 

I> P* 597-602, longue notice sur Thomas Walleis. Le n° 6 traite de Metamorphosis 
Ouidiana 1509, et a utilise par Jocher 1751 et Panzer 1799, p. 537. 


1722 

CASIMIR OUDIN, 

Commentarius de scriptoribus ecclesiae antiquis ..., tomus 
III, Lipsiae, 1722. 

Coll. 1063-1065, notice bibliographique sur Bersuire. 
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17*3 

JAC. LE LONG (= LONGIUS), 

Bibliotheca sacra in binos syllabos distincta ..., 

tomusl, Paris., 1723. 

P. 634, notice sommaire sur Bersuire. 


1724 

HENRI SAUVAL, 

Histoire et recherches des antiquites de la ville de Paris , tome 

I, Paris, 1724. 

Pp. £09-£io, emprisonnement de Bersuire. P. £09, l’auteur parlant de Bersuire, 
£crit cette phrase curieuse: „Mais d’autant que Pierre Berchore, homme savant 
sous le roi Jean, etant Religieux de St Victor fut emprisonne dans son Monastere 
pour n’avoir pas eu les sentimens qu’il devoit avoir de la Foi; & que durant sa 
prison il composa un gros Dictionnaire, les petits Ecoliers Font confondu avec 
Despautere... pour laquelle voir infra , PSEUDO-BERSuiRES 2 . 


1726 

CHR. G. JOCHER, 

Compendioses Gelehrtenlexicon , 1. Teil, Leipzig, 1726. 

Col. 362, notice sv Berchorius. 


I730-I73 1 

R. P. PETRUS BERCHORIUS PICTAVIENSIS . . . , 

Opera omnia in sex tomos 
distincta , sive Reductorium , Repertorium , et Dictionarium morale utriusque 
Testamenti quadripartitum ..., Joannis Wilhelmus Huisch, Coloniae A- 
grippinae, 1730-1731. 

La derniere edition connue des oeuvres latines completes de Bersuire. 


1736 

J. A. FABRICIUS, 

Bibliotheca latina mediae et infimae aetatis , vol. V, Ham- 

burgi, 1736. 

Pp. 726-728, notice bibliographique sur Bersuire. 
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1739 

BERN. DE MONTFAUCON, 

Bibliotheca bibliothecarum manuscriptorum nova , 

Paris., 2 vol., 1739. 

II, p. 1212, Bibliotheca Gemmeticensis (Jumieges), signaler Petri Berchorii reductorii 
moralis Jabularum Poetarum libri ig. Item , naturalium exemplorum libri tres. Pour ce 
dernier, voir pseudo-bersuires 4. 

MAGNOALDUS ZIEGELBAUR, 

Novus rei literariae ordinis S. Benedicti conspec¬ 
tus, pars prima, vol. I [seul paru], Ratisbonae, 1739. 

P. 38, breve notice sur Bersuire, mais rien qui annonce celles de Ziegelbauer 1754. 


1740 

L. MORERI, 

Le Grand Dictionnaire Historique ..., dix-huitieme edition, 
tome II, Amsterdam, Leyden, La Haye, Utrecht, 1740. 

P. 218, sv Berchorius , breve notice autre que dans L. Morery 1692. 

J.-F. SEGUIER, 

Bibliotheca Botanica sive Catalogus Auctorum et Librorum om¬ 
nium qui de Re Botanica , de Medicamentis ex Vegetabilibus paratis, de Re Rustica, 
<Sl de Horticultura tractant, Joanne-Francisco Seguierio Nemausense digestus , 
accessit Bibliotheca Botanica Jo. Ant. Bumaldi, seu potius Ovidii Montalbani 
Bononiensis, Hagae-Comitum, 1740. 

P. 1 2, a FIndex librorum rei herbariae , dans sa notice sur Berchoire, Seguier r£pete 
l’affirmation erron^e de Maittaire 1733-1741 qu’il y aurait eu en 1477 k Deventer 
une edition du Reductorium en 14 livres. En fait, l’unique edition de Deventer 1477 
est celle, par Paffraet, du seizieme livre du Reductorium contenant le commentaire 
biblique. 

Seguier affirme aussi, et ce sera une autre erreur qu’il contribuera a repandre, que 
les livres XII et XIV du Reductorium traiteraient des pi antes. En fait, seul le livre 
XII agit de herbis <SL arboribus , seu de plantis et vegetabilibus. 


1733-1741 

MICH. MAITTAIRE, 

Annales Typographic ab artis inventae origine ad annum 
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1664, 5 voIs., Amsterdam, Den Haag, Londen, 1733-1741. 

Voir 1 ’index sv Petrus Berchorius. 

Des fautes sont signal^es: Clement 1752. 


1741 

MILHAELE A. S. JOSEPH, 

Bibliographia critica , sacra et prophana ..., vol. Ill, 

Madrid, 1741. 

P. 442, notice bibliographique sur Bersuire. 


1744 

Gallia Christiana in provincias ecclesiasticas distributa in qua series et historia 
archiepiscoporum , episcoporum et abbatum regionum omnium quas vetus Gallia 
complectabatur ..., vol. VII, Paris., 1744. 

P. 282, la notice que voici: Petrus I. Berchorii oriundus e villa sancti Petri de Itinere in 
dioecesi Malleacensi , defunctus 1362. in suo prioratu sepulturam accepit. 


1745 

GUILIELMUS CAVE, 

Scriptorum ecclesiasticorum historia liter aria, ed. novis- 
sima, vol. II, Bale, 174^. 

P. 6£ = G. Cave 1694, mais avec addition d’une note bibliographique int£res- 
sante. 


*747 

D. G. MORHOFIUS, 

Polyhistor , literarius , philosophicus et practicus ..., ed. 

4 a , Lubecae, 1747. 

P. 992 (= Lib. VI, cap. iv, § 16), notice sur Bersuire. 


1750 

F. G. FREYTAG, 


Analecta litteraria de libris rarioribus y Leipzig, 1750. 

Pp.91 -93, discussion des t 4 moignages de Jac. Phil. Bergomensis, Sixtus Senensis et 
Fabricius sur Poeuvre de Bersuire. 


72 



CHR. G. JOCHER, 


Allgemeines Gelehrtenlexicon ..., I, Leipzig, 1750. 
Coll. 983-984, notice sur Bersuire. 


1751 

CHR. G. JOCHER, 

Allgemeines Gelehrtenlexicon ..., IV, Leipzig, 175:1. 

Col. 1153, notice sur Thomas Walleis, d’apr&s Qu^tif-Echard 1719. 

l’abbe [jean] lebeuf, 

Recherches sur les plus anciennes traductions en langue 
Jran^oise , dans: Memoires de litterature , tires des registres de VAcademie royale 
des Inscriptions et Belles-Lettres ..., tome XVII, Paris, 1751. 

Pp. 747-748, un alinea sur Bersuire. 


1752 

DAVID CLEMENT, 

Bibliotheque curieuse historique et critique , ou Catalogue 
raisonne de livres dijfficiles a trouver , tome III, Gottingen, 17^2. 

Pp. 152-158 traitent des editions imprimees de Bersuire. 


1754 

JEAN-FRANCOIS DREUX DU RADIER, 

Bibliotheque historique et critique du 

Poitou ..., tome I, Paris, 1754. 

Pp. 357-375: Pierre Berchorius . Voir A. de la Bouraliere 1908, p. 190 et p. 436. 
P. 375: je n’ai rien trouve sous Sponde, annee 1350, nomb. 11 , 

l'abbe [jean] LEBEUF, 

Histoire de la ville et de tout le diocese de ?aris y tome 

II, Paris, 1754. 

Je n’ai pu l’avoir entre les mains, mais voir L’Abb£ Lebeuf 1883. 
MAGNOALDUS ZIEGELBAUER, 

Historia rei literariae ordinis S, Benedicti ..., 
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rec. Oliverius Legipontius, Augustae Vind. et Herbipoli, 4 vol., 1754. 

C’est une refonte de Ziegelbaur 1739. Pour Bersuire, voir: II, pp. 43-46, 363-364; 
III, pp. 183-183; IV, pp. 19-20, 62, 347, 490, 639, 701. 


* 7 6 4 

[l’abbe de sade], 

Memories pour la vie de Francois Petrarque , tires de ses 
oeuvres et des auteurs contemporains ..., tome I, Amsterdam, 1764. 

Pp. 369-366: Petrarque sur Bersuire; details biographiques. 


1767 

[l’abbe de sade], 

Memories pour la vie de Francois Petrarque , tires de ses 
oeuvres et des auteurs contemporains ..., tome III, Amsterdam, 1767. 

Pp. 943 ss.: Petrarque et Bersuire k Paris en 1361. 


1771 

A. VON HALLER, 

Bibliotheca botanica qua scripta ad rem herbariam Jacientia 
a rerum initiis recensentur . .., tomus I, Tiguri, 1771. 

P. 234, ajoute a l’erreur de Seguier 1740 en ce qu’il considere l’6dition de Deven¬ 
ter 1477, et aussi celle de Strasbourg 1473 (= 1474?), comme en etant une du 
Repertorium (iere edition de 1489). 

C’est ici que je trouve signalee pour la premiere fois une enigmatique traduction 
en fran9ais par Risvard ( = Richard) le Blanc, 1984, 8°. 


1777 

DOM JEAN FRANCOIS, 

Bibliotheque generate des ecrivains de VOrdre de Saint 
Benoit ..., tome I, Bouillon, 1777. 

Pp. 112-113, notice sur Bersuire. 


1779 

L*Esprit des Journaux Jrangois et etrangers. .., huitieme annee, tome 1 = 
janvier 1779, pp. 2 11 -2 1 3. 

Notice sur Berchorius ou Mercier de Saint-Leger critique celle de Dom Francis 

* 777 - 
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Mercier de Saint-Leger cite - d’apres un ms. signale sous le n° 1^691 dans Jacq. 
Lelong, Bibliotheque historique de la France , tome IV, Paris, 177$, p. 380, mais 
avec la remarque qu’il existe deux autres mss. en Sorbonne et un 4 Ste. Genevieve 
- un passage de l’ouvrage compose en i£09 par le cordelier Jean Thenaud, Mar¬ 
guerite de France (Chronique abregee des Rois de France) ou cet auteur affirme: 
„Pierre de Bersuyre ( var . Bertheure, Berthure) qui fit le Dictionnaire..., fut pre- 
mierement Cordelier, puis Moine & Prieur de S. Victeur. ” 

Voir aussi Fassbinder 1917^. 13. 


* 79 6 

G. W. PANZER, 

Annales typographici ah artis inventae origine ad annum MD 
..., vol. IV, Norimbergae, 1796. 

P. 286 decrit un incunable du Reductorium Bibliae. 


*799 

G. W. PANZER, 

Annales typographici .. ., vol. VII, Norimbergae, 1799. 

P. £37 signale l’edition de VOvidius moralizatus de Paris, 1509, d’apres Quetif- 
Echard 1719. 


1811 

Biographie universelle ancienne et moderne . . ., Michaud, Paris, tome IV, 
1811. 

P. 229, sv Bercheure y une notice de T[abarau]d. Ici la deuxieme mention d’une 
traductionfran£aise de 1’encyclopedic berchorienne, qui aurait £te imprimee in -8° 
par Richard Leblanc & Paris en 1 £84. Voir Haller 1771. 


1824 

[P. C. F.] DAUNOU, 

Pierre de Poitiers , chancelier de Veglise de Paris , mort en 
1205 , dans: Histoire litteraire de la France , tome XVI = 1824, pp. 484-490. 

P. 487 signale la confusion commise avec Pierre Bersuire. 


THOMAS WARTON, 


Dissertation III , On the Gesta Romanorum, dans: The 



History of English Poetry ..., vol. I, new ed., London, 1824, pp. clxxvii- 
cclxix. 

Pp. cclviii ss., consacre une notice bibliographique a Bersuire, qu’il considere, a 
la suite de Glass (1633 =) 1711, comme l’auteur des Gesta Romanorum. Voir in/ra, 

PSEUDO-BERSUIRES I. 


1826 

L. HAIN 

Repertorium bibliographicum ..., vol. I, pars I, Paris, 1826. 

Pp. 362-364 decrivent Editions imprimees de Bersuire. 


*834 

Scriptores rerum mythicarum latini tres Romae nuper reperti ..., ed. G. H. 
Bode, 2 vols., Cellis, 1834. 

C’est la seconde edition, d’apres d’autres mss., de trois traites de mythologie 
trouv^s par Angelo Mai dans des manuscrits du Vatican et dont les auteurs, pour 
cette raison, sont ordinairement designes comme Mythographus Vaticanus I, II, 
et III. Angelo Mai les a edites le premier dans Classicorum auctorum e Vaticanis codi- 
cibus editorum , tomus III, Romae, 1831, edition qui ne m’a pas et£ accessible. 

Pour Tidentification du Mythogr. Vat. II, voir P. Courcelle 1939, pour celle du 
Mythogr. Vat. Ill, voir Rathbone 1943. 


1836 

PAULIN PARIS, 

Les manuscrits fran^ois de la Bibliotheque du Roi ..., tome I, 

Paris, 1836. 

Pp- 3 2 -39» description de manuscrits de la traduction de Tite-Live par Bersuire. 


1838 

PAULIN PARIS, 

Les manuscrits frangois de la Bibliotheque du Roi ..., tome II, 

Paris, 1838. 

Pp. 28£-293, description de manuscrits de la traduction de Tite-Live par Bersuire. 

1840 

francesco tornabene, Monaco Casinese, 

Ricerche bibliografiche sulle 
opere botaniche del secolo decimoquinto , Catania, 1840. 

P. 26, la notice suivante: „Pietro Berchiore scrisse quattordici libri, che titolo 


76 



Repertorii Moral is, stampati la prima volta a Strasburgo al 1473: edizione riferita da 
Maittaire negli Annali Tipografici e da Haller ... Quest*opera non terrebbe luogo 
tra i botanici lavori se i libri XII e XIV non trattassero intomo alle piante”. Cette 
notice r£p£te les erreurs de Maittaire 1733-1741, Siguier 1740, Von Haller 1771. 


1842 

H.-R. DUTHILLOEUL, 

Bibliographic Douaisienne , ou Catalogue historique et 
raisonne des livres imprimes a Douai , depuis Vannee 1363 jusqu a nos jours ..., 
nouvelle edition considerablement augmentee, Douai, 1842. 

Le num£ro 606 signale, somme ayant 6 t 6 imprim6 k Douai en 1609, un livre in -8° 
Moralitates Bibliorum , aut[ore]. Pet. Berchorio , par Gerard Pinchon, conform^ment 
k la reference d’U. Chevalier 1905. Mais je ne retrouve pas sa seconde r6fi£rence 
add. 56. 

PAULIN PARIS, 

Les manuscritsfran$ois de la Bibliotheque du Roi ..., tome V, 

Paris, 1842. 

Pp. 417-418, description de manuscrits de la traduction de Tite-Live par Bersuire; 
p. 418, texte de l’Epitaphe d’apr&s Corrozet 1550. 


1844 

A.-F. GAUTIER AIn£, 

Notice biographique et bibliographique sur Pierre 
Berceure , dans: Actes de VAcademie royale des sciences , belles-lettres et arts de 
Bordeaux , VI e ann6e, 1844, pp. 4.95-519. 

1851 

G.A. PRITZEL, 

Thesaurus Literaturae Botanicae omnium gentium inde a rerum 
botanicarum initiis ad nostra usque tempora, quindecim millia operum recensens . 
P. 18, n° jig, sv Berchoire , r£p&te les erreurs de Siguier 1740. 

La notice a disparu de la seconde Edition de 1872. 


1854 

A. BARBEU DU ROCHER, 

Ambassade de Petrarque auprks du roi Jean le 
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Bon , dans: Memoires presentes par divers savants a VAcademie des Inscriptions 
et Belles-Lettres de Vlnstitut imperial de France , deuxieme serie: Antiquites 
de la France, tome III, Paris, 1854, pp. 172-228. 

Passim sur les relations de Bersuire avec Petrarque. 


*855 

Nouvelle biographie generale , Firmin-Didot, tome V, Paris, iSgg. 

Col. 4^8, simplifie la notice de la Biographie universelle ancienne et moderne 1811. 


1859 

J. G. TH. GRAESSE, 

Tresor de livres rares et precieux ou Nouveau dictionnaire 
bibliographique ..., tome premier, Dresde, Geneve, Londres, Paris, 18^9. 
P. 339, description d’editions imprimees de Bersuire. 


i860 

J.-CH. BRUNET, 

Manuel du libraire et de Vamateur de livres ..., £ e edition, 
tome I, Paris, i860. 

Coll. 818-819 decrivent editions imprimees du Reductorium et du Repertorium. 


1862 

J.-CH. BRUNET, 

Manuel du libraire et de Vamateur de livres. .., £ e edition, 
tome III, Paris, 1862. 

Coll. 1110-11 decrivent l’^dition de la traduction de Tite-Live par Bersuire parue 
en 1486-87. 


VICTOR LE CLERC, 

Discours sur Vetat des lettres en France au XIV e siecle, 
dans: Histoire litteraire de la France , tome XXIV = 1862, pp. 1-602. 

Pour Bersuire, voir V Index, p. 776, sv Pierre Bercheure , mais corriger 478 en 479, 
671 en £71. 

P. 369, voir infra, pseudo-bersuires i. 
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186 3 

F. MORAND, 

Questions d’histoire litteraire, Au sujet du Doctrinale Metricum 
d’Alexandre de Villedieu , de ses glossateurs et, particular ement, de Nicolas 
Francisci , dans: Revue des Societes Savantes des Departements ..., 3 e serie, 
tome II, annee 1863, pp. £0-^9. 

L’article est precede, pp. 48-49, de L. Delisle, Rapport sur une communication de 
M. Morand. Voir in/ra, pseudo-bersuires 4. 


1866 

PAUL MEYER, 

Rapport sur une mission litteraire en Angleterre, dans: Archives 
des missions scientijiques et litter air es, choix de rapports et instructions publie 
sous les auspices du ministere de Vinstruction publique , 2 e serie, tome III, 
Paris, 1866, pp. 247-328. 

P. 278 signale une version catalane de la traduction fran$aise de Tite-Live par 
Bersuire, contenue dans le ms. Harleien 4893 [British Museum]. 

Pp. 327-328, le commencement de ce texte Catalan, avec en regard le texte 
fran^ais du ms. Bibl. Imp. fr. 31 [= B.N. fr. 31]. 

U. Chevalier 1905 ajoute k sa reference: Rapports (1871), 32 ; je n’ai pas retrouv£ 
ce qu’il veut dire par la. 


1870 

l’abbe [jean] lebeuf, 

Histoire de la ville et de tout le diocese de Paris , nou- 
velle edition continuee jusqu’a nos jours par Hippolyte Cocheris, 4 vols., 
Paris, 1863-1870. 

Je n’ai pu l’avoir entre les mains, mais voir L’Abbe Lebeuf 1883. 


L. PANNIER, 

Manuscrit original de la traduction Jrangaise de Tite-Live par 
Pierre Berceure , dans: L’Intermediate des chercheurs et curieux y numero 120, 
Paris, 1 o janvier 1 870, coll. 164-166. 

1872 

Catalogue general des manuscrits des bibliotheques publiques des departements . . ., 
tome IV, Paris, 1872. 

P. 170, description du ms. Arras 436, contenant le Repertorium morale. 
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Pp. 684-68$, description du ms. Boulogne 184, contenant le pseudo-Bersuire 
Do mine, labia mea aperies . Voir infra , pseudo-bersuires 2. 

Pp. 686-687, description du ms. Boulogne 187, contenant „Thomae de Walleis in 
Ovidii fabulas moralis explanatio. - Incipit: „A veritate quidem auditum avertunt, 
ad fabulas autem. ” - Desinit: „Aliquid preterquam de fabulis exponere vel trac- 
tare. Et sic est finis. Deo gratias.” Vincipit prouve qu’il s’agit en effet de YOvidius 
moralizatus de Bersuire. Cependant, Vexplicit , qui est different aussi bien de celui 
cife RBMA , IV, 1954, p. 237, que de lfedition de 1509 ( Werkmateriaal , 2 = 1962, 
p. 189), mais coincide avec delui du ms. Milan, Ambros. D 66 inf. (F. Ghisalberti 
* 933 * P* ! 3 2 ) et avec celui du ms. Bruxelles Bibl. Royale 863 (f° 90), prouve 
qu’il s’agit de la version oil le Fulgentius Metaforalis a 6t6 incorpor6. 


LEOPOLD PANNIER, 

Notice biographique sur le benedictin Pierre Bersuire , 
dans: Bibliotheque de YEcole des Chartes , XXXIII = 1872, pp. 325-364. 

Le premier effort s^rieux de biographie, malheureusement interrompu par la mort 
de l’auteur; en appendice sept pieces d’archives. 


1874 

CH. THUROT, 

Notices et extraits de divers manuscrits latins pour servir a 
Yhistoire des doctrines grammatical au moyen dge y dans: Notices et extraits 
des manuscrits de la Bibliotheque imperiale et autres bibliothiques , tome XXII, 
ii, Paris, 1874, pp. 1-592. 

Etudiant aussi le Doctrinale d’Alexandre de Villedieu et ses gloses, traite p. 49 et 
passim du pseudo-bersuire Domine , labia mea aperies. Voir in/ra, pseudo-ber¬ 
suires 2. 


1876 

G. VAPEREAU, 

Dictionnaire universel des litteratures, Paris, 1876. 

P. 237, sv Bercheure , notice sommaire, qui a disparu des Editions posferieures. 


1877 

M. C. MERLAND, 

Pierre Bersuire , Secretaire du roi Jean-le-Bon y dans: Annales 
de la Societe academique de Nantes et du departement de la Loire-Inferieure y 
vol. 48 = 1877, pp. 229-295. 

Copie, parfois servilement, A.-F. Gautier 1844 et L. Pannier 1872. 

Chez U. Chevalier 1905, Merlaud est une faute d’impression. 
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1878 

G. KORTING, 


Petrarca s Leben und Werke, dans: Gescbichte der Litteratur 
Italiens im Zeitalter der Renaissance, I. Band, Leipzig, 1878. 

Cet ouvrage, utilise par Fassbinder 1917, a ete remplac 4 par Wilkins 1961. Pour 
Bersuire, voir p. 203, p. 333. 


l88l 

Revue Critique d'Histoire et de Litterature, XV = 1881. 

P. 40, Julien Havet annonce sommairement B. Haur^au 1883. 


1882 

ANTOINE THOMAS, 

Extraits des Archives du Vatican pour servir a Vhistoire 
litteraire (suite), dans: Romania, XI = 1882, pp. 177-187. 

Pp. 181-187, VI. Pierre Bersuire: Texte et analyse de quatre bulles pontificales le 
concemant. Voir aussi Antoine Thomas 1884. 


1883 

B. HAUREAU, 

Memoire sur un commentaire des Metamorphoses d’Ovide, dans: 
Memoires de Vlnstitut national de France, Academie des Inscriptions et Belles- 
Lettres, XXX, ii = 1883, pp. 

A identifie definitivement Bersuire comme l’auteur de VOvidius moralizatus. 

Kirchenlexikon oder Encyklopddie der katholischen Theologie und ihrer Hilljs - 
wissenschaften, 2. Auflage, edd. Joseph Cardinal Hergenrother et Fr. 
Kaulen, II. Band, Freiburg im Breisgau, 1883. 

Col. 389, sv Berchorius , notice de Braunmiiller, O.S.B. 


l'abbe [jean] lebeuf, 

Histoire de la ville et de tout le diockse de Paris, [Rec¬ 
tifications et additions par F. Boumon, Table analytique par A. Augier et 
F. Bournon], tome I, Paris, 1883. 

Les references 4 V ouvrage de Lebeuf creent beaucoup de confusion, notamment 
celles de Fassbinder 1917, en particulier la premiere, p. 4, n. 6: „Histoire de la 
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ville et de tout le diocese de Paris, £d. Boumon. Paris 1883-1890, I, p. 306-31$, 
III, 37$-384.” Ce troisi&me volume n’est pas celui £dit6 par Boumon, mais celui 
de la seconde Edition (1863-1870) par Hippolyte Cocheris, comme il ressort des 
renvois de Pannier 1872 (par ex. p. 331) que Fassbinder ne fait que copier, p. 27, 
n. 1 et ailleurs. Samaran 1959 cite d’apres la premiere Edition Lebeuf 17$4. De 
tout cela il s’ensuit que le passage sur Bersuire se lit, dans T Edition 1754: vol. II, 
p. $02 ; dans l* 4 d. 1863 : vol. Ill, p. 381; dans Y 6 d. 1883 (la seule que j’ai pu voir) 
vol. I, pp. 311-312. 


1884 

ANTOINE THOMAS, 

a) Melanges dJarcheologie et d’histoire , Ecole Jrangaise de 
Rome , IV = 1884, pp. 19-27; b) Les lettres a la cour des papes , Rome, 
Cuggiani, 1884, pp. $9 ss.; tire-a-part du precedent. 

Deux reimpressions d’Antoine Thomas 1882 (voir Romania , XL = 1911, p. 97, 
note 1). 


I88 5 

E. NARDUCCI, 

Intorno ad una Enciclopedia finora sconosciuta di Egidio Co - 
lonna , romano , ed al plagio fattone dalV inglese Bartolomeo Glanville , dans: 
Atti della Reale Accademia dei Lincei anno CCLXXXII , 1884-1885, serie quarta, 
Rendiconti ..., vol. I, Roma, 188$, pp. 67-73. 

En fait, il s’agit d’une moralisation anonyme - nond’Egidio Colonna- utilisant 
Barth^lemy V Anglais - et non inversement, comme le croyait Narducci - mise k 
contribution par Bersuire. Voir Delisle 1888, pp. 334-3$3. 


H. OMONT, 

La Margarita philosophiarum de Jean Vignay de Dijon. 1298, 
dans: Bibliotheque de VEcole des Chartes , XLVI = 188$, pp. $86-$88. 

Voir infra , pseudo-bersuires 2. 

GASTON PARIS, 

Chretien Legouais et autres traducteurs ou imitateurs d’Ovide, 
dans: Histoire litteraire de la France , tome XXIX = 188$, pp. 4££-£2$. 
Pour Bersuire, voir pp. $06 ss. 

Pp. 489 ss., Gaston Paris a consacr^ la 14 gende, encore assez r^pandue aujourd’hui, 
d’apres laquelle l’auteur de YOvide moralise en vers fran$ais (± 1300) serait un 
certain Chretien Legouais de Sainte-More, bien que, comme l’a montr£ C. de 
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Boer il y a plus d’un demi-si&cle, ce Crestien li Gois est tout au plus P auteur 
de I’episode de Philomena (XII e s.), que 1 ’auteur anonyme de YOvide moralise a 
intercal 4 dans sa vaste oeuvre. 

Pour ce point, voir Philomena, conte raconte d’apres Ovide par Chretien de 
Troyes, public ... par C. de Boer, these Lettres, Paris, 1909, introduction. 
P. 524: l’editionposthume (1819) contenant les six demiers livres de la traduction 
de Cy commence Ouide 1484 faite par Timprimeur anglais Caxton, a donn£e au 
Roxburghe Club par G. H. Hibbert, d’apr&s le ms. Cambr. Pepys. 2124. 


1886 

Catalogue general des manuscrits des bibliotheques publiques de France, depar - 
tements, tome IV, Paris, 1886. 

P. hi, description du ms. $ de la bilioth&que de Lamballe, contenant la Marga¬ 
rita philosophiarum , voir infra , pseudo-bersuires 


MAITRE ELIE DE WINCHESTER, 

Uberarbeitung der dltesten franzdsischen Uber- 
tragung von Ovid's Ars Amatoria ... hrsg. von H. Kiihne und E. Stengel, 
dans: Ausgaben und Abhandlungen aus dem Gebiete der romanischen Philologie, 
XLVII, Marburg, 1886. 

Voir infra , pseudo-bersuires g et Gabriel 1955. 

H. MARTIN, 

Catalogue des manuscrits de la Bibliotheque de VArsenal, tome 
II, Paris, 1886. 

P. 67, description du ms. Ars. 731 (20 S.A.L.) contenant Pierre Bressuire, 

Reductorium morale XIV, De mirabilibus mundi. 

P. 249, description du ms. Ars. 1038 (2 B.L.), contenant Alexandre de Villedieu, 

Doctrinal , avec gloses. Le prologue Domine , labia mea aperies est un pseudo- 

Bersuire. 

P. 493, addition fort importante a la notice de la p. 249. 


1887 

MAURICE FAUCON, 

La librairie des Papes d’Avignon, sa formation, sa com - 
position, ses catalogues (l316-1420)..., Bibliotheque des ecoles frangaises 
d’Athenes et de Rome, 2 vols., Paris, 1886-1887. 

Voir aussi Anneliese Maier 1952. 
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i888 


L. DELISLE, 

Traites divers sur les proprietes des choses , dans: Histoire litteraire 
de la France , tome XXX = 1888, pp. 334-388; 61 £-616. 

PP- 3£3-365, Delisle traite de Barth£ 14 my PAnglais (voir Stegmiiller 1950) et de 
son De proprietatibus rerum, largement mis 4 contribution par Bersuire. 11 situe 
Barth^temy avec raison dans le XIII e siecle, et non dans le XIV«, comme on l*a 
fait longtemps, mais il a le tort de lui refuser la quality d’Anglais. 

A completer par les ouvrages signals dans G. Sarton, Introduction to the 
History of Science, vol. II, Baltimore, 1931, pp. 586-588, et dans B. Geyer, 
Die patristische und scholastische Philosophic, 13. Aufl., Basel-Stuttgart, 1956 
(= 1927), notamment Thomas Plassmann, Bartholomaeus Anglicus, dans: 
Archivum Franciscanum Historicum, t. XII = 1919, pp. 68-109, et G. E. Se 
Boyar, Bartholomaeus Anglicus and his Entyclopaedia , dans: The Journal oj 
English and Germanic Philology, vol. XIX = 1920, pp. 168-189. 

Pp. 334-353, Delisle etudie une moralisation anonyme de Barth 414 my 1 *Anglais, 
utilis^e par Bersuire pour sa moralisation k lui, et intitule soit Proprietates rerum 
moralizatae, soit Septiformis de moralitatibus. 

A completer par Welter 1927, p. 339; Thorndike 1929; Thorndike and 
Kibre 1963. Voir Narducci 1885. 

B. HAUREAU, 

Jean de Vignai, grammairien , professeur d Dijon , dans: Histoire 
Litteraire de la France , tome XXX = 1888, pp. 280-293. 

Il s’agit de l’auteur du pseudo-Bersuire Domine, labia mea aperies . Voir infra, 
PSEUDO-BERSUIRES 2. 


189O 

A. MOLINIER, 

Catalogue des manuscrits de la Biblioth&que Mazarine , tome III, 

Paris, 1890. 

P. 212, description du ms. Maz. 3876 (591), contenant Reductoiium XV. 


1891 

L. DELISLE, 

Anciennes traductions frangaises du traite de Petrarque sur les 
remides de Y une et de Y autre fortune, dans : Notices et extraits des manuscrits de 
la Bibliotheque Nationale et autres bibliotheques ..., tome XXXIV, Paris, 
1891, ierepartie, pp. 273-304. 

Pp. 286-287 signale et, p. 295, cite deux passages du prologue dont Jean Daudin a 
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fait pr£c£der sa traduction (vers 1378) du De remediis utriusquefortunae de P 4 trar- 
queetouilrenvoie 4 Bersuire. Le premier passage est ainsi concur „Et qui vouldra 
savoir 1*integument ou allegorie de plusieurs desdittes fables, voye le livre des 
Mithologies de Fulgence, et le prieur de Saint Eloy sur Ovide le Grant...” Le 
second refere aux gloses de mots difficiles qu’on „pourra trouver au commence¬ 
ment de la translacion que le prieur de Saint Eloy fist sur le livre de Titus Livius.” 


1892 

B. HAUREAU, 

Notices et extraits de quelques manuscrits latins de la Bibliothe - 
que Nationale , 6 vols, 1890-1893. 

Tome IV, pp. 289-290 traite du B.N.Lat. 1314$ contenant VOvidius moralizatus . 
Renvoi 4 B. Haureau 1883. 


FRANCESCO PETRARCA, 


II, Firenze, 1892. 


Lettere senili volgarizzate e dichiarate con note , vol. 


Les trois passages ou Bersuire est mentionne (voir E. H. Wilkins i960) se lisent pp. 
97, 304 et 334. 


D. REICHLING, 

Das Doctrinale des Alexander de Villa-Dei ..., Berlin, 1893. 

Signale, p. CXXXIII, n° 43; et p. CLXVII, n° 75*, deux mss. de la glose Domine , 
labia mea aperies. Voir infra , pseudo-bersuires 2. 


L. DELISLE, 

Maitre Yon y grammairien , sous-moniteur des ecoles de Soissons, 
dans: Histoire litteraire de la France , tome XXXI = 1893, pp. 1-21. 

Pp. 12 ss., details ult^rieurs sur la glose Domine f labia mea aperies ; voir infra t 
pseudo-bersuires 2. 

L. SUDRE, 

P. Ovidii Nasonis Metamorphoseon libros quomodo nostrates medii 
aevi poetae imitati interpretatique sint, These supplementaire, Paris, 1893. 

Cette petite plaquette, dont seules les pp. 106, 113-3 pr^sentent quelques re¬ 
marques sur Bersuire, continue 4 encombrer les bibliographies. 
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*894 

Chartularium Universitatis Parisiensis, edd. H. Denifle et A. Chatelain, 
TomusIII, Paris., 1894. 

Pp. 3-7, documents concemant l’emprisonnement de Bersuire. 


1895 

W. A. COPINGER, 

Supplement to Hams Repertorium Bibliographicum ..., 
Parti, London, 189^. 

Pp. 81-82 d^crivent editions imprimis de Bersuire. 


1896 

A. PIAGET, 

Sermonnaires et traducteurs y dans: Histoire de la langue et litera¬ 
ture frangaise des origines a 1900, publiee sous la direction de L. Petit de 
Julleville, tome II: Moyen Age ..., pp. 217-270. 

Sur Bersuire, pp. 260-262. 

Revue des Cours et Conferences, IV, Paris, 1896. 

Pp. 680-690, cours de L. Petit de Julleville: Pierre Bersuire. 


i8 99 

L. DELISLE, 

Leformulaire de Clairmarais, dans: Journal des Savants , 1899, 

pp. 172-195- 

Pp. 178 ss., cite le texte d’une lettre adressee, en 13^2 ou 13^3, par un nomme 
Petrus a un autre Petrus. Delisle songerait a identifier l’expediteur avec Pierre 
Bersuire qui „a signe des lettres a la chancellerie royale depuis 1352 jusqu’en 
Mais, comme le secretariat royal de Bersuire s’est avere etre une mystifi¬ 
cation (voir J.-P. Laurent 1956), T attribution repose sur une base tres fragile. Com¬ 
parer aussi Ch.-V. Langlois, Histoire litteraire de la France , XXXVI = 1927, p. 54.0. 

Dictionnaire de la Bible ..., p.p. F. Vigoureux, I, ii, Paris, 1899. 

Col. 1634, sv Bersuire , notice de B. Heurtebize avec beaucoup d’erreurs. 


I9OI 

La Grande Encyclopedie ..., 31 vols, Paris, 188^-1901. 

Tome VI, p. 429, sv Bersuire , une notice de la main d’Ant. Thomas qui reprend 
l’affirmation que Tencyclopedie berchorienne aurait et£ traduite en fran^ais. 
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1902 

G. GROBER, 

Ubersicht uber die lateinische Litteratur von der Mitte des 6. 
Jahrhunderts bis 1350, dans: Grundriss der romanischen Philologie ..., hrsg. 
von Gustav Grober, II. Band, 1. Abteilung, Strassburg, 1902, pp. 97-432. 

P. 189, caract^rise brievement le Reductorium et le Repertorium. 


i 9 °4 

A. G. LITTLE, 

Initia operum latinorum quae saeculis xiii. xiv. xv. attribuuntur 
secundum ordinem Alphabeti disposita , Manchester, 1904. 

P. 28: A veritate qui auditum avertunt adJabulas — Anon. [Nic. Trivet? T. Wallers? 
J. Ridevaus?] ... C’est l’incipit, corrompu, de Reductorium XV. 

P. 44: Considerans historiae sacrae prolixitatem - Pet. Pictav. et Anon. Jrater Minor (?) 
... Voir infra, pseudo-bersuires 7. 

P. 194: Quia sicut scribitur Sap. xiii. vani... Coelum empyreum - Anon, liber de moralita- 
tibus corporum coelestium ... avium ... Voir Thorndike and Kibre 1963. 


I 9°5 

FRIEDRICH BAUMANN, 

Livius , Bersuire und Bellenden. Vergleichende Studien 
zu Bellendens Liviusiibersetzung. Diss. Leipzig, 1905. 

Sans valeur pour Bersuire; cf. Fassbinder 1917, p. 6. 

U. CHEVALIER, 

Repertoire des sources historiques du moyen dge y Bio-Biblio- 
grapbie , nouvelle edition, vol. I, Paris, 190^. 

Col. 376, sv Bersuire , nombreuses references bibliographiques, lesquelles ont 6t6 
reprises ci-devant sous Fannie de parution, et compl^tees ou corrigees au besoin. 

G. MOLLAT, 

Pierre Bersuire , Chambrier de Notre-Dame-de-Coulombs au dio¬ 
cese de Chartres , dans: Revue benedictine , XXII = 1905, pp. 271-273. 

Le texte de la bulle adressee en 1349 par Clement VI a Bersuire. 

R. SABBADINI, 

Le scoperte dei codici latini e greci ne secoli XIV e XV, Firenze, 

190$. 

Pp. 23-29 et 37-42, les mss. latins decouverts par Petrarque. 
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1906 

H. HURTER, 

Nomenclator literarius theologiae catholicae theologos exhibens 
aetate , natione , disciplinis distinctos , tomus II, ed. 3 a Oeniponte, 1906. 
Coll. 63^-636 et 686-687, notice bibliographique sur Bersuire. 


I 9°7 

The Catholic Encyclopedia ..., vol. II, New York, 1907. 

P. 486, sv Bercheure , notice de Thomas Oestreich. 

L. DELISLE, 

Recherches sur la librairie de Charles F, 2 vols., Paris, 1907. 

Bossuat 1951, sous le n° 5952, renvoie 4 I, pp. 21-28, mais 14 on netrouverien 
sur Bersuire. Pour les references le concernant, consulter les index. 

PIERRE DE NOLHAC, 

Petrarque et Thumanisme , Bibliotheque litteraire de la 
renaissance , Nouvelle serie, 2 tomes, Paris, 1907. 

Cet ouvrage, cife pourtant par Fassbinder 1917, ne contient que quelques remar¬ 
ques insignifiantes sur Bersuire, I, pp. 66, 82 ; II, pp. 47, 230. 


1908 

A. DE LA BOURALIERE, 

Bibliographic poitevine ou Dictionnaire des auteurs 
poitevins et des ouvrages publies sur le Poitou jusqu y a la Jin du XVlll e siecle, 
dans: Memoires de la societe des antiquaires de Vouest, annee 1907, Poitiers, 
1908. 

Pp. 47-£o, description d’editions imprimees de Bersuire; pp. 43^-436, enum£re 
quatre Pierre de Poitiers. 

1909 (19IO) 

MARY RH. WILLIAMS, 

Essai sur la composition du roman gallois de Peredur , 

Paris, 1909. 

Pp. 47-48, reproduit et traduit le passage, souvent cife, du Prologue a Keductorium 
XIV traitant de Galuagnus (Gauvain). Voir I. L. Foster 1959, p. 203. 
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1911 

ALFRED REHDER, 

The Bradley Bibliography , A Guide to the Literature of the 
Woody Plants of the World , published before the Beginning of the Twentieth 
Century , Compiled at the Arnold Arboretum of Harvard University under the 
Direction of Charles Sprague Sargent (Publications of the Arnold Arboretum , 
n ° 3), vol. I: Dendrology , Part I, Cambridge, 1911. 

P. 27$, r^pete les erreurs de Siguier 1740. 

ANTOINE THOMAS, 

Deux documents inedits sur Pierre Bersuire , dans: Romania , 
XL = 1911, pp. 97-100. 

Fait suite k Antoine Thomas 1882 ou 1884. 


1916 

GEORGE LYMAN KITTREDGE, 

A Study of Gawain and the Green Knight , Cam¬ 
bridge , 1916. 

Pp. 180-181, reproduit le passage, souvent cite, du Prologue k Reductorium XIV 
traitant de Galuagnus (Gauvain). La note 4, en ce qui conceme Reductorium XV, 
est d£pass£e. Voir M. Rh. Williams 1909, I. L. Foster 1959, R. Sherman Loomis 
*959 


l 9 l 7 

FRANZ FASSBINDER, 


Das Leben und die Werke des Benediktiners Pierre Ber- 
guire , (Teildruck), Inaugural-Dissertation zur Erlangung der Doktor- 
wiirde..., Bonn, 1917, IV -f 43 pp. 

Publication utile, mais partielle; la suite, a laquelle renvoient malheureusement 
une bonne partie des references de la premiere partie, et qui avait £te annonc^e 
pour paraitre dans Beiheft LXVII zur Zeitschrift fur romanische Philologie, n’a jamais 
paru. Les references utiles ont ete inserees ici, compietees ou corrigees au besoin. 
P. 3: je n’ai notamment pas pu mettre la main sur Greg. Serpilius, Lebensbeschrei- 
bungen der biblischen Skribenten , Leipzig, 1710, pars VII, pp. 44 ss. ni sur Schwinde- 
lius, Bibliotheca exegetico-biblica , Francoforti, 1734, p. 22. 

P. 4, note 6, et passim , voir Lebeuf 1883. 
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*9*7 

ANTOINE THOMAS, 


Anc. Poitevin Corgaleran, dans: Romania, XLIV = 
1915-1917, pp. 338-339. 

Etudiecevocable,-servanta indiquer une esp&ce d’oiseau noir qui vivait dans les 
tours du Poitou - inconnu des dictionnaires, mais attest^ pour la premiere fois 
dans Reductorium XIV, chap. 43, De Pictavia. 


1921 

OTTO GRUPPE, 

Geschichte der klassischen Mythologie und Religionsgeschichte 
wahrend des Mittelalters im Abendland und wdhrend der Neuzeit , supplement a 
Ausfiihrliches Lexikon der Griechischen und Romischen Mythologie , hrsg. von 
W. H. Roscher, Leipzig, Teubner, 1921. 

P P . 1-26 couvrent le moyen age; malgre Jean Seznec 1953 (p. 167 : „This chapter 
is fundamental for the study of medieval mythology.”), elles sont aujourd’hui 
largement depassees. 


1922 

M. D. HENKEL, 

De houtsneden van Mansion s Ovide moralise - Bruges 1484 , 
met een toelichting , Amsterdam, 1922. 

Etude et reproduction des illustrations; signale, p. 1 £, que celles-ci n’ont aucun 
rapport avec les miniatures de VOvidius moralizatus contenues dans le ms. Gotha 
Landesbibliothek, le seul manuscrit illustre connu de Bersuire (pour ce ms., 
voir E. Panofsky, i960, p. 80, n.). Voir Henkel 1930, et E. Schenk zu Schweins- 
berg, Bermerkungen zu „M.D. Henkel , De Houtsneden van Mansions Ovide moralise 
Bruges 1484”, dans: Der Cicerone XVI = 1924, pp. 321 ss. 


i 9 24 

P.-G.-C. CAMPBELL, 

L ’Epitre d'Othea , Etude sur les sources de Christine de 

Pisan , Paris, 1924. 

Cite Bersuire pp. 137 ss., 144-14^, 171. Voir Lavin 1954, pp. 263 ss. et Panofsky 
i960, p. 81. 
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P. LIVARIO OLIGER, 


Servasanto da Faenza O.F.M . eil suo n Liber de virtutibus 
et vitiis ”, dans: Miscellanea Francesco Ehrle , vol. I, Per la storia della teologia 
e della jilosojia, Studi eTesti, 37, Roma, 1924, pp. 148-189. 

Pp. 156-162 traitent du Liber de exemplis naturalibus ; voir infra , pseudo-bersuires 4. 


l 9 2 S 

Catalogue general des livres imprimis de la Bibliotheque Nationale , Auteurs , 
tome XI, Paris, 192^. 

Coll. 1119-21 decrivent Editions imprimees de Bersuire. 


1926 

Dictionnaire de la Bible. .., p.p. F. Vigoureux, I, ii, Paris, 1926. 

Col. 1634, reproduction anastatique du Dictionnaire de la Bible 1899. 

HANS LIEBESCHUTZ, 


Fulgentius metaforalis , Fin Beitrag zur Geschichte der 
antiken Mythologie im Mittelalter , Studien der Bibliothek Warburg IV , Leipzig- 
Berlin, 1926. 

Indispensable, bien que la bibliographic date necessairement. 

Pour Bersuire, voir Namen- und Sachregister , p. 130. 

Pp. 65-114, edition de Fulgentius metaforalis de John Ridewall (pour lequel voir 
Smalley i960, pp. 109-132), source de Reductorium XV, version dite P(aris). 
Pp. 117-128, edition du De deorum imaginibus libellus (un texte derive de Reducto¬ 
rium XV), d’apres Cod. Reginensis 1290; voir les auteurs cites sous Wilkins 1957. 


FRANCESCO PETRARCA, 

CAfrica, edizione critica per cura di Nicola 
Festa, ...Firenze, 1926. 

Source directe de Reductorium XV. 


l 9 2 l 

PAUL LEHMANN, 

Pseudo-antike Literatur des Mittelalters , Studien der Biblio¬ 
thek Warburg X III, Leipzig-Berlin, 1927. 
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J.-TH. WELTER, 


Vexemplum dans la litterature religieuse et didactique du moyen 
age , These lettres de Paris, Paris-Toulouse, 1927. 

Pp. 349-390 situent Bersuire dans la lignEe des auteurs d'exempla; p. 421 signale 
son influence sur le Quadragesimale de Jean Gritsch (XV e siecle). 


1928 

Gesamtkatalog der Wiegendrucke ..., Band III, Leipzig, 1928. 

Coll. 639-640 dEcrivent editions incunables de Reductorium XVI et du Repertorium. 

I928-I929 

F.S. BODENHEIMER, 

Materialien zur Geschichte der Entolomogie bis Linne y 2 
vols., Berlin, 1928-1929. 

I, p. 207, sous l’en-tete Die tbeologisch-biblische Entomologie , se lit le passage sui- 
vant: „Einen breiten Raum nimmt die theologisch orientierte Literatur ein. 
Einen Gipfel des moralisierenden, mystisch theologisierenden Unsinns stellt der 
grosze und schone Foliant, die Reductoria moralia (sic) des Pater Petrus 
Berchovius (sic) (Paris 1921) dar. Unter den Landtieren (Liber 10) und 
Vogeln (Liber 7) werden zusammen 1 9 Insekten abgehandelt in einer Art, die mit 
Naturkunde schon nicht das Mindeste mehr gemein hat”. Comme echantillon 
l’auteur fait suivre la traduction allemande de la section sur le grillon (lib. X, cap. 
4 8) . 

II, pp. 332-333, sous l’en-tete Tabellen des vorlinneischen lnsektenbestandes , sv Ber¬ 
chovius (sic), Enumeration des 1 9 insectes traites par Bersuire. 


l 9 2 9 

J. TH. M. VAN *T SANT, 

Le Commentaire de Copenhague de V „Ovide moralise” 
avec l y edition critique du septieme livre , These Lettres de Leiden, H. J. 
Paris, Amsterdam, 1929. 

Le Commentaire edite ici est la traduction en prose fran<paise du Deformis jigurisque 
deorum, chapitre d’introduction au XV e livre du Reductorium (= Ovidius morali- 
zatus) dans la version dite W (aleys) - voir Werkmateriaal-[ 1] i960 - telle qu’elle 
se lit dans le ms. Copenhague Thott 399 fol. de VOvide moralist (enversfran9ais), 
et qui est fort semblable au debut de Cy commence Ouide 1484. 

Voir Panofsky i960, p. 80. 

Le terme, peu heureux, de „commentaire” remonte a Haureau 1883, p. 
49, ligne 2. Le texte du Commentaire lui-meme, non l’introduction 
- d’ailleurs sensiblement depassEe -, de Mile Van *t Sant, a EtE reproduit 
dans Ovide moralise 1915-1938, vol. V, pp. 387-429. 
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LYNN THORNDIKE, 

Science and Thought in the Fifteenth Century, Studies in the 
History of Medicine and Surgery, Natural and Mathematical Science, Philosophy 
and Politics, New York, 1929. 

Pp. 14-1 £, situe Bersuire dans la lignee de Barthelemy 1 ’Anglais (voir Delisle 1888) 
au meme titre notamment que P auteur du Septiformis de moralitatibus (voir ibidem ), 
pour lequel il signale d’autres mss. 


1930 

Enciclopedia Italiana , VI, Roma, 1930. 

P. 782, sv Bersuire , notice par L.F.B.[enedetto]. 

M. D. HENKEL, 

Illustrierte Ausgaben von Ovids Metamorphosen im XV., XVI. 
und XVII. Jahrhundert, dans: Vortrdge der Bibliothek Warburg, 1926-1927, 
Leipzig-Berlin, 1930, pp. £8-144. 

Traite de Bersuire, pp. 61 ss. 

RICHARD SALOMON, 

Das Weltbild eines Avignonesischen Klerikers, dans: 
Vortrdge der Bibliothek Warburg, 1926-1927, Leipzig-Berlin, 1930, pp. 

145-189* 

P. 164 renvoie a Keductorium XIV, cap. 20, et k Reductorium XV. 

E. PANOFSKY, 

Hercules am Scheidewege und andere antike Bildstcffe in der 
neueren Kunst, Studien der Bibliothek Warburg XVIII, Leipzig-Berlin, 1930. 

Sur Bersuire, voir Pindex et J. Engels 1943 ou 194£, pp. 26-27. 


I931 

Lexikonfiir Theologie und Kirche, II. Band, Freiburg im Breisgau, 1931. 
Coll. 177-178, notice sur Bersuire de G. Allemang. 
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f 93 2 

M.-LOUIS POLAIN, 

Catalogue des livres imprimis au quinzieme siecle des biblio - 
theques de Belgique , 4 tomes, Bruxelles, 1932. 

Tome I, pp. 341-343 decrivent des incunables du Repertorium. 

Tome II, pp. 168-172 decrivent des incunables du Supplementum Chronicarum de 
Jacobus Philippus Bergomensis Foresti. 

Tome III, pp. 53-55 decrivent l’6dition de la traduction de Tite-Live par Bersuire 
parue en 1486-87. Ibid., pp. 360-363 les editions imprim^es par Mansion et par 
Verard des Metamorphoses en fran^ais. 

Tome IV, pp. 20-22 decrivent les incunables des Eclogue Theoduli avec le commen- 
taire d’Eudes le Picard. Voir Theodolus 1500. 

W. STECHOW, 

Apollo und Daphne , Studien der Bibliothek Warburg XXIII, 
Leipzig-Berlin, 1932. 

Pour Bersuire, voir l’index. C.r. Medium Aevum III = 1934, pp. 161-163. 

A. WARBURG, 

Gesammelte Schriften hrsg . von der Bibliothek Warburg , 2 vols., 
Leipzig-Berlin, 1932. 

Pour Bersuire, voir l’index dans vol. II. 

F. GHISALBERTI, 

Arnolfo d’Orleans, un cultore di Ovidio nel secolo XII dans: 
Memorie del R. Istituto Lombardo di Scienze e Lettere, Classe di Lettere, vol. 
XXIV, fasc. IV = 1932, pp. 157-234. 

C.r. par H.J.C. dans Medium Aevum , III = 1934, PP* 75-7*>* 


1933 

F. GHISALBERTI, 

V „Ovidius moralizatus n di Pierre Bersuire , dans: Studj 
romanzi , XXIII = 1933, pp. 5-136. Paru aussi comme tire-a-part, sous 
le meme titre, chez Ditta tipografia Cuggiani, Roma, 1933. 

Fondamental pour Reductorium XV. Sauf indication contraire, c’est 4 cet ouvrage 
que renvoie la reference: Ghisalberti 1933. 

C.r. par C. F[oligno] dans Medium Aevum , III = 1934, pp. 198-200. 

C.r. par H. B[ascour] dans Bulletin de Theologie ancienne et medievale , III = 1937, 
PP* 54 - 55 * 
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Integumenta Ovidii , poemetto inedito del secolo XIII , ed. F. Ghisalberti, 
Milano, 1933. 

C.r. par H.J.C. dans Medium Aevum , III = 1934, pp. 7 $-76. 

F. GHISALBERTI, 

Giovanni del Virgilio espositore delle „Metamorfosi ”, extrait 
de Giornale Dantesco , XXXIV, Firenze, 1933, pp. 3-110. 

A completer par Gius. Rotondi, I versi delle allegorie ovidiane di Giovanni del Vir¬ 
gilio, dans: Reale lnstituto Lombardo di scienze e lettere, Rendiconti Lettere LXXI = 
1938, pp. 408-416. 

C.r. par C. F[oligno] dans Medium Aevum , III = 1934, pp. 198-200. 

N.B. C.r. des pr£c6dents dans A bibliography 1938, vol. I, N 08 $i$-$i8. 


1934 

Catalogue general des livres imprimis de la Bibliothique Nationale , Auteurs , 
tome 128, Paris, 1934. 

Coll. 683-684, description de Metamorphosis Ouidiana 1509, ijii, i$i$ et i$2i. 
Coll. 684-68$, description de Cy commence Ouide 1484, de ses r£6ditions et re- 
maniements. 

H. G. PFANDER, 

The Mediaeval Friars and some Alphabetical Reference-Books 
for Sermons , dans: Medium Aevum , III = 1934, pp. i9“ 2 9- 

„Anyone who works for even a short time among the reference-books used in 
mediaeval sermons becomes aware of the popularity of systematizing and catalo¬ 
guing methods among the clergy”, dit V auteur. Son premier 6chantillon, p. 20, 
est le Repertorium morale de Bersuire. 

LYNN THORNDIKE, 

A History of Magic and Experimental Science , volumes 
III and IV, Fourteenth and Fifteenth Centuries , New York, 1934 (= 19^3). 
Vol. Ill, p. $46, reprend Thorndike 1929. 

Vol. IV, pp. 300-301, signale - d’apr&s le ms. B.N. nouv. acq. 497 f° 18 v - un 
passage du Flagellum maleficorum (2 e moti6 du XV e s.) de Petrus Mamoris de Li¬ 
moges, professeur de th^ologie a Poitiers, ou celui-ci rapporte que Bersuire, dans 
son De mirabilibus mundi t affirme qu’il y a des gens qui vendent aux marins du vent 
dans une boite. II s’agit de Reductorium XIV. 
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Dictionnaire d’Histoire et de Geographie Ecclesiastiques ..., tome VIII, Paris, 
J 93^- 

Coll. 914-916, sv Bersuire , nouvelle notice de B. Heurtebize, plus £tendue et avec 



moins d’erreurs que celle du Dictionnaire de la Bible 1899. P° ur tant nous retrou- 
vons 1 ’attribution 4 Bersuire du Commentarius prolixus et insignis in opus metricum; 
voirin/ra, pseudo-bersuires 2. 

Enciclopedia Italiana, XXV, Roma, 1935. 

P. 829, Sa[lvatore] B[attaglia], Ovidio nel medioevo e nelle letterature moderne ; Ber¬ 
suire est cit£ parmi les auteurs de moralisations d’Ovide. Voir Battaglia i960. 
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British Museum General Catalogue of Printed Books, vol. XIV, London and 
Beccles, 1936. 

Coll. 36-57 d^crivent Editions imprim^es de Bersuire. 

RICHARD SALOMON, 

Opicinus de Canistris , Welthild und Bekenntnisse eines 
Avignonesischen Klerikers des 14. Jahrhunderts , Studies of the Warburg Institute 
1 A, London, 1936. 

Pour Bersuire, voir Y index sv Berchorius. 

Pp. 79 ss., analyse l’attitude de Bersuire dans le prologue a Reductorium XIV. 


ERNEST WICKERSHEIMER, 

Dictionnaire biographique des medicins en France 
au moyen age , Droz, Paris, 1936. 

P. 617, biographie sommaire de Bersuire. 

The Works of Peter of Poitiers , Master in Theology and Chancellor of Paris 
(1193-1205 ) by Philip S. Moore, Publications in Mediaeval Studies , I, 
The University of Notre Dame, Indiana, 1936. 

P. 107 montre que le Pierre de Poitiers, auteur du Compendium historiae n’est 
pas Bersuire (p. 170). La notice biographique en bas des deux pages contient des 
erreurs. 


1937 

LYNN THORNDIKE and PEARL KIBRE, 

A Catalogue of Incipits of Mediaeval 
Scientific Writings in Latin y The Mediaeval Academy of America Publication 29, 
Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1937. 

Voir Thorndike and Kibre, 1963. 
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1915-1938 

„Ovide moralise ”, poeme du commencement du quatorzieme siecle , publie d'aprks 
tous les manuscrits connus , par C. de Boer, £ vols., Verhandelingen der Ko- 
ninklijke Akademie van Wetenschappen te Amsterdam , Afdeeling Letterkunde, 
Nwe reeks XV, XXI, XXX n<> 3, XXXVII et XLIII, Amsterdam, i 9 i£- 
1938. 

Tome I (191$), Livres I i III, avec une Introduction. 

Pp. 44 ss.: Manuscrits , a completer par J. Engels, Le texte critique [de VOvide 
moralise ]. Essai de mise au point , dans: Melanges Roques , vol. II, Paris, 1953, pp. £4-60. 
Tome II (1920), Livres IV a VI. 

Pp. 336 ss., intercalation de Vhilomena de Crestien li Gois (Chretien de 
Troyes ?); voir Gaston Paris 1885. 

Tome III (1931), par C. de Boer, Martina G. de Boer et Jeannette Th. M. van *t 
Sant, Livres VII a IX. 

Tome IV (1936), avec la collaboration de Martina G. de Boer et de Jeannette Th. 
M. van ’t Sant, Livres X a XIII. 

Tome V (1938), Livres XIV et XV, avec deux appendices. 

Le second appendice est le Texte du Commentaire de Copenhague, voir Van *t 
Sant 1929. 

Source de Reductorium XV, version P(aris), voir Ghisalberti 1933, pp. 67 ss. et 
Panofsky i960, pp. 78SS. 

L’editeur a fait preuve d’une parfaite incomprehension - sinon de dedain - envers 
la partie moralisante (environ la moitie) du texte, comme l’a montre, a propos 
d’un exemple concret, K. Sneyders de Vogel, Ovide moralise XIV , 1067-1716, 
dans Neophilologus XXV III = 1943, pp. 86-106. 

Pour un supplement d’information bibliographique sur Chretien de Troyes, 
Crestien li Gois, etc., voir Bossuat 1951. 


1938 

A Bibliography on the Survival of the Classics, Warburg Institute, London, 
2 vols., 1934-38. 

*939 

L. H. COTTINEAU, 

Repertoire topo-bibliographique des abbayes et prieures, 
vol. II, Macon, 1939. 

Coll. 2205-2206, historique, avec bibliographic, du prieur£ de S. Eloi; coll. 
2221-2222, idem de l’abbaye de S. Victor. 

P. COURCELLE, 

Etude critique sur les commentaires de la Consolation de Boece 
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(IX e -XV e siecles ), dans: Archives d’histoire doctrinale et litteraire du moyen age, 
tome XII (i4 e annee) = 1939, pp. 5-140. 

Identifie, pp. 16-21, le Second Mythographe Vat. avec Remi d’Auxerre. 


I 939 

E. PANOFSKY, 

Studies in Iconology : Humanistic Themes in the Art of the 
Renaissance , New York, 1939. 

Douze r6f<6rences 4 Bersuire sont donn^es 4 Pindex sv Berchorius. 


1940 

JEAN SEZNEC, 

La survivance des dieux antiques , Essai sur le role de la tradition 
mythologique dans Vhumanisme et dans Vart de la renaissance , The Warburg 
Institute, London, 1940. 

Voir Jean Seznec 1953. 


1941 

CONWAY ZIRKLE, 

The Jumar or Cross Between the Horse and the Cow , dans: 
Isis , vol. XXXIII = 1941, pp. 486-506. 

Traitant de l’hybride du cheval et de la vache, auquel de nombreux savants ont 
cru jusqu ’4 la fin du dix-huiti 4 me si 4 cle, l’auteur signale, p. 488, un passage sur 
Ponocentaure, un precursor of the jumar”, dans Reductorium X, chap. 73. 


1942 

Academie des Inscriptions et Belles-Lettres , comptes rendus des seances de Vannee 
1942 , Paris, 1942. 

P. 140 (22 mai): „M. Mario Roques donne lecture de la premiere partie d’une 
notice de M. Alfred Coville [decide] sur Pierre Bersuire, 4 crivain du XIV e 
siecle. ” 

P. 170 (26 juin): „M. Mario Roques ach£ve la lecture de la notice consacr^e par 
M. Coville 4 Pierre Bersuire, £crivain du XIV e si 4 cle, l’un des amis et correspon- 
dants de P^trarque. ” 

Feu Mario Roques m’a fait savoir qu’il s’agissait d’un brouillon manuscrit qu’il 
avait fait passer dans le dossier de YHistoire Litteraire de la France. 
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FRANCESCO PETRARCA, 


Le Familiari, edizione critica per cura di Vittorio 
Rossi, vol. IV per cura di Umberto Bosco, Firenze, 1942. 

Pp. 136-152, le texte critique des deux lettres latines ( Fam ., XXII, 13 et 14) 
adress£es par P^trarque a Bersuire. 


*943 

JOSEPH ENGELS, 

Etudes sur VOvide moralise , these de lettres, Groningen, 

* 943 * 

Chap. II: L *Ovidius moralizatus de Pierre Bersuire et VOvide moralise. 

A completer par id., Les noms propres de Vantiquite greco-latine en anciea frangais , 
dans: Onomastica I = 1947, pp. 183-194. 

ELEANOR RATHBONE, 

Master Alberic of London , ’ Mythographus Tertius Vati- 
canus ’, dans: Mediaeval and Renaissance Studies , vol. I = 1943, pp. 3^-38. 

Dans le quinzi^me livre du Reductorium , Bersuire cite parmi ses sources mythologi- 
ques un certain Alexandre, qui est en fait le Mythographus Vaticanus III. Mile 
Rathbone essaie de ^identifier avec un Magister Albericus Lundoniensis 
vivant dans la seconde moiti£ du XII e si&cle. 


*945 

JOSEPH ENGELS, 

Etudes sur VOvide moralise , these de lettres, Groningen, 

* 94 £« 

C’est le meme ouvrage que J. Engels 1943 - th&se non soutenue k l’^poque -, 
mais pourvu d’une autre page de titre et de quatre pages d’ Additions et Corrections. 

M. MEISS, 

Light as Form and Symbol in some Fifteenth-Century Paintings , 
dans: Art Bulletin , vol. XXVII = 1945, pp. 17^-187. 

P. 176, cite Reductorium VI, cap. iv. 


1946 

F. GHISALBERTI, 

Mediaeval biographies of Ovid , dans: Journal of the Warburg 
and Courtauld Institutes, vol. IX = 1946, London, pp. 10-^9. 

Le dernier travail de Pauteur sur Ovide au moyen age. 
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*947 

G. SARTON, 

Introduction to the History of Science , Vol. Ill: Science and 
Learning in the Fourteenth Century , Part I, Publication 376 of the Carnegie 
Institution, Baltimore, 1947. 

Traite de Bersuire aux pp. 48, $2, 63, 332, 346, 942; pp. 433-436, avec addition 
p. 944: substantielle notice bio-bibliographique. 


1948 

R. FREYHAN, 

The evolution of the Caritas fgure in the thirteenth and four¬ 
teenth centuries , dans: Journal of the Warburg and Courtauld Institutes , vol. 
XI = 1948, pp. 68-86. 

P. 76, suppose l’influence de saint Bonaventure sur Reductorium VI, cap. 4; voir 
Art Bulletin 1943, p. 176. 


R.-A. MEUNIER, 

VHumaniste Pierre Bersuire (fn du XIII e siecle - 1362 ), 
conference faite a la seance annuelle de la Societe des Antiquaires de TOuest , 
le 19 Janvier 1947, dans: Bulletin de la Societe des Antiquaires de TOuest , 
1948 , pp. S l 1 ~£ 32 • 

Travail d’un savant qui a lu Bersuire. P. 311, Le Dictionnaire d'Histoire et de Geo¬ 
graphic ecclesiastiques n’est pas edite par D. Cabrol et Leclercq. P. 322 ss.: ce 
paragraphe sur Ovide chez Bersuire n’est plus k jour. 


ERWIN PANOFSKY, 

[Letter to the Editor] dans: Art Bulletin , vol. XXX = 

1948, pp. 242-244. 

Etudiant les interpretations litteraires et artistiques respectivement de Pasiphae 
et d’Europe, analyse aussi Ovide moralise 1938, VIII, 617-1082 et II, 3103-3138, et 
Reductorium XV, viii y fab. iii et ii (non: viii ) y Jab. [..] xxiii (= Werkmateriaal -1 
1962, p. 123 et p. 61. Voir aussi Journal of the Warburg and Courtauld Institutes , 
XIII = 1930, p. 171. 

E. PELLEGRIN, 

La bibliotheque du College de Hubant dit de VAve Maria a 
Paris , dans: Bibliotheque de VEcole des Chartes ..., tome CVII, annees 
1947-48, pp. 68-74. 

Pp. 73-74, voir infra , pseudo-bersuires 3. 
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*949 

Enciclopedia cattolica, II, Citta del Vaticano, 1949. 
Coll. 1463-64, sv Bersuire, notice d’Agostino Amore. 


DOM PHILIBERT SCHMITZ, 


Maredsous, 1949. 


Histoire de VOrdre de Saint-Benoit , tome V, i, 


Pp. 148-149, un alinea sur Bersuire. 


l 9S° 

R.-A. MEUNIER, 


Le livre des „Merveilles du Monde” de Pierre Bersuire , com¬ 
munication au IX e Congres international des Sciences historiques a Paris , le 
18 aout 19 SO , extrait des Annales de V Universite de Poitiers , 2 e serie, n° 
3, pp. 1-8. 

Etudie le XIV e livre du Reductorium. Comme une des sources principals signale 
les Otia imperialia , renvoyant 4 son Index des Merveilles de Gervais de Tilbury, com¬ 
munication au Congres des Societes savantes des departements, Rennes, avril 1951, qui 
ne m’a pas ete accessible. 

P. 1, dans la citation du prologue de Tite-Live en fran^ais, contenant V Enumeration 
des oeuvres de Bersuire, recapitulation doit etre une coquille pour description. P. 7, 
considere, a tort, le livre XV du Reductorium comme perdu. 


F. STEGMULLER, 

Repertorium biblicum medii aevi y t. II, Commentaria, Auc- 
tores A-G, Madrid, 1950. 

Pp* 77*79, Alexander de Villa Dei, voir infra , pseudo-bersuires 2. 

Pp. 166-167, Bartholomaeus Anglicus, auteur du De proprietatibus return, source de 
Reductorium I a XIII. 


*951 

ROBERT BOSSUAT, 

Manuel bibliographique de la litter aturefrangaise du moyen 
age , Melun, 1951. 

A completer par id., Manuel... Supplement (1949-19^3), Paris, 19$$, et par id., 
Manuel... Second Supplement (1954.-1960), Paris, 1961. 

Pour les item sur Pierre Bersuire, voir les index et Delisle 1907. 


IOI 



F. STEGMULLER, 


Repertorium biblicum medii aevi, t. Ill, Commentaria , 
Auctores H-M, Madrid, 19^1. 

Pp. 346-347, Johannes de Hesdinio, voir infra , pseudo-bersuires 6. A completer 
par Smalley 1961. 

P. 410, Johannes Ridevallus, auteur de Fulgentius Metaforalis. A completer par 
Smalley i960, pp. 109-132. 

Pp. s^S"S7 2 f Michael de Bononia, voir infra , pseudo-bersuires 3. 


1952 

ANNELIESE MAIER, 

Der letzte Katalog der papstlichen Bibliothek von Avignon 
(1594), Sussidi eruditi, 4, Roma, 1952. 

Pp. 7-21, vicissitudes de la bibliotheque papale d’Avignon. 


1953 

W. S. HECKSCHER, 

Aphrodite as a Nun, dans: The Phoenix, The Journal of the 
Classical Association of Canada, vol. VII = 1953, pp. 10^-117. 

Etudie notamment deux passages du Keductorium , le premier (lib. IX, cap. 117) 
sur la tortue comme image de Espouse chr^tienne, le second (lib. XVI, xxxi, 1) 
commentant Luc. I, 28 : ingressus ad earn. 


R.-A. MEUNIER, 

Le commentaire de V Apocalypse dans le Reductoire moral de 
Pierre Bersuire, dans: Bulletin de la Societe des Antiquaires de VOuest et des 
Musees de Poitiers, 19 £ 3,pp. £ 1 g-g2$. 


E. PANOFSKY, 

Early Netherlandish Painting: Its Origin and Character, vol. I, 
Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1953. 

Pp. 1 £2, 418, etudie - k la suite de W. S. Heckscher - un passage de Keductorium 
XIII, cap. 6 (De pictura) qui ^refers to the oil process solely as a means of lending 
permanence to wall paintings and therefore bases its moral interpretation upon the 
concepts of firmitas and tenacitas”. 
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JEAN SEZNEC, 


The Survival of the Pagan Gods , The Mythological Tradition and 
Its Place in Renaissance Humanism and Art , Translated from the French by 
Barbara F. Sessions, Bollingen Series XXXVIII, Pantheon Books , New York, 
* 9 £ 3 * 

Traduction de Jean de Seznec 1940, avec bibliographic partiellement mise 4 jour. 
P. 93, les Moralia super Ovidii Metamorphoses de Holkot, le Reductorium morale XV 
de Bersuire, et la Metamorphosis Ovidiana moraliter explanata de Thomas Waleys 
sont encore consid£r£s comme trois ouvrages diff^rents. 


*954 

H. BAUDET, 

Index scriptorum auctorumque latino-neerlandicorum medii aevi , 
dans: Archivum Latinitatis Medii Aevi , tome 24 == 1954, pp. 1 £9-206. 

P. 190, sous le num^ro 130, cite comme auteur n^erlandais un certain Petrus 
Berthonius (circa 14JS). Les titres des ouvrages qui lui sont attribues ici, notamment 
des incunables du Reductorium Bibliae (voir Gesamtkatalog der Wiegendrucke 1928), 
montrent qu’il s’agit simplement de Bersuire, lequel n’avait d’ailleurs aucun 
rapport avec les Pays-Bas. 

R. R. BOLGAR, 

The Classical Heritage and its Beneficiaries, Cambridge, 19^4. 

Consacre quelques lignes, pas tr£s substantielles, 4 Bersuire, pp. 306, 319, 424 (?) 
et $30. 

Dictionnaire de Biographie Frangaise, tome VI, Librairie Letouzey et Ane, 
Paris, 1954. 

Coll. 169-170, notice d’E. Hitier avec, notamment, 1 ’attribution a Bersuire du 
Doctrinale metricum ; voir infra , pseudo-bersuires 2. 

IRVING LAVIN, 

Cephalus and Procris. Tran formations of an Ovidian Myth, 
dans: Journal of the Warburg and Courtauld Institutes, vol. XVII = 1954., 
pp. 260-287. 

IRVING LAVIN, 

Cephalus and Prods: Underground Tran formations, ibid., pp. 

366-372. 

Lavin suit les transformations qu’a subies ce mythe ovidien (Met., VII, 681-86$) 
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dans la literature et dans Tart du moyen age et apr£s. Etudiant notamment la 
traduction du mythe dans les vers de VOvide moralise , il decouvre les sources de la 
partie moralisante. Il montre ensuite que Reductorium XV (voir Werkmateriaal -2 
1962, pp. 121 -12 2) est la source directe de Boccace, De claris mulieribus , cap. XXVI. 
Finalement, il jette une lumiere nouvelle sur la genese de Cy commence Ovide 1484. 

Ovide moralise en prose (texte du quinzieme siecle ), edition critique avec 
introduction par C. de Boer, Verhandelingen der Koninklijke Nederlandse 
Akademie van Wetenschappen , ajd. Letterkunde , Nwe Reeks, deel LXI, n° 2, 
Amsterdam, 1954. 

Un des deux remaniements en prose, non celui represente par les mss. Paris fr. 
137 et Londres Royal 17. E. IV ou par Cy commence Ouide 1484, mais celui du ms. 
Vat. Reg. 1686. Voir Panofsky i960, p. 79, et Albert Henry, Materiaux lexicogra- 
phiques tires de VOvide moralise en prose t dans: Romania , tome LXXVII = 19^6, pp. 
340-346. 

F. STEGMULLER, 

Repertorium biblicum medii aevi , t. IV, Commentaria , 
Auctores N-Q ^ , Madrid, 19^4. 

Pp. 102-103, Nicolaus Trivet. A completer par Smalley i960, passim. 

Pp. 23^-244, 370, Petrus Berchorius (Bersuire). 

P. 238, lire lignes 1-2 comme suit: „ardentibus effecit (Ps. 7, 14) = Fabulae 
poetarum, praesertim Ovidii Metamorphoses, moralizatae. XVI = N° 6426.” 

Pp. 362-370, les differents auteurs appeles „Petrus Pictaviensis." 


19 ss 

M. D. CHENU, 

Involucrum , Le mythe selon les theologiens medievaux , dans: 
Archives d'histoire doctrinale et litteraire du moyen age y XXX e annee = I9££, 
Paris, 1956, pp. 7 £-79- 

A completer par Jeauneau 1958. 

ASTRIK L. GABRIEL, 

Student Life in Ave Maria College , Mediaeval Paris , 
History and Chartulary of the College , Publications in Mediaeval Studies ..., 
XIV, Notre Dame, Indiana. 

Voir infra f pseudo-bersuires g. 

J. DE GHELLINCK, 

Vessor de la litterature latine au XIl e siecle , 2 e ed., 
Bruxelles, Bruges, Paris, i9££. 

Traitant d’Arnolphe d’Orleans et autres mythographes, signale leur influence sur 
Pierre Bersuire (voir Index). 


104 



E. PANOFSKY, 


Meaning in the Visual Arts, New York, 1955. 

Pour les renvois a Bersuire, voir a 1 *index. 

Pp. 261-262: Albert Diirer doit avoir connu les ouvrages de Bersuire. 

F. STEGMULLER, 

Repertorium biblicum medii aevi, t. V, Commentaria, Auctores , 
R-Z, Madrid, 1955. 

Pp. 64 ss., Remi d’Auxerre. 

Pp. 141 ss., Robert Holcot. A completer par Smalley i960, pp. 133-202. 

Pp. 391 ss., Thomas Waleys. A completer par Smalley i960, pp. 75-108. 


*9 5 6 

JEAN-PAUL LAURENT, 

Pierre Bersuire a-t-il ete notaire-secretaire de Jean le 
Bon?, dans: Romania, 77 = 1956,pp. 346-350. 

CH. SAMARAN 


Note complementaire, ibid., pp. 350-352. 

Depuis la publication, en 1863, d’un fac-simile de signature par B. Fillon et O. de 
Rochebrune, Poitou et Vendee , Etudes historiques et artistiques , 2 vols., Fontenay-le- 
Comte, 1861-1865, t. II, n° XX, les bibliographes de Bersuire admettaient, k 
la suite de Pannier 1872, pp. 343-344, qu’il avait ete notaire et secretairedu 
roi Jean II le Bon, bien que aucune mention de son nom ne se rencontre dans les 
registres de la Chancellerie franchise. MM. Laurent et Samaran montrent que le 
pr^tendu fac-simile est une supercherie perpetr^e par B. Fillon. 


l 9 S 7 

A. MONTEVERDI, 

Ovidio nel medio evo, dans: Atti della Accademia Nazionale 
dei Lincei, anno CCCLIV = 1957, pp. 697-708. 

P. 701, traite de Bersuire d’apres Ghisalberti. 

FRANCO MUNARI, 

Catalogue of the Mss. of Ovid’s Metamorphoses, Uni versity 
of London, Institute of Classical Studies in conjunction with the War¬ 
burg Institute, London,1957. 



E. H. WILKINS, 


Descriptions of Pagan Divinities from Petrarch to Chaucer , 
dans: Speculum, vol. XXXII = 1957, pp. 511-522. 

Dans sept paragraphes, parfois quelque peu sch^matiques, Wilkins essaie de re- 
tracer la ligne qui va de Petrarque 4 Chaucer en passant par Bersuire. En ce qui 
regarde Petrarque, 1 ’information est sure et de premiere main. Le reste demande 
parfois des reserves. P. $11, pour Pidentification, erron^e, du Myth. Vat. Ill 
avec Alexandre Neckam, voir Rathbone 1943. L’auteur, p. 514, 4 propos des 
„new elements" aurait du mentionner YOvide moralise (frangais). Voir aussi les 
critiques de Steadman 1959, Panofsky i960 (pp. 78 ss., n. 2) et Quinn 1963. 

Pour I*influence eventuelle de YOvide moralise sur Chaucer, voir Dudley 
David Griffith, Bibliography of Chaucer 1908-1953, Seattle, 1955, les item 
signalesp. 389 sv. 


*958 

ARNULFUS AURELIANENSIS, 

Glosule super Lucanum, ed. Berthe M. Marti, 
American Academy in Rome , XVIII, Rome, 1958. 

Pp. XV-XXIX, „Date and Works of Amulf of Orleans". 

WILLIAM S. HECKSCHER, 

Rembrandt's Anatomy of Dr. Nicolaas Tulp , An 
Iconological Study , New York, 1958. 

Pour Bersuire, pp. 63, 88, 99 ( Kepertorium , sv pellis), 145 (ibid., sv faber ), 147, 
n. 108. Pourp. 136, n. 60, in fine, voir B. Smalley 1961. 

E. JEAUNEAU, 

L’usage de la notion d 1 integumentum a travers les gloses de 
Guillaume de Conches , dans: Archives d'histoire doctrinale et littkraire du 
moyen age , annee 32 = 1957, Paris, 1958, pp. 35-100. 

Complete Chenu 1955. 

Pp. 37-38, insiste 4 juste titre sur les rapports etroits existant au moyen age entre 
Yintegumentum (ou involucrum ), l’allegorie et Y 4 tymologie isidorienne. 

L’auteur prend celle-ci au sens du P. Congar, Revue du moyen 6 ge latin , VIII = 
1932, pp. 3-42. Pour une interpretation diff^rente, on pourra comparer: 
J. Engels, La portee de Yetymologie isidorienne , dans Studi Medievali , III = 1962, 
pp. 99-128. 

Lexikonfiir Theologie und Kirche. ..,2. Auflage, 2. Band, Freiburg, 1958. 
Col. 212, sv Berchorius , notice de Ph. Schmitz avec bibliographic assez 4 jour. 
Parmi les oeuvres signalees, il faut barrer le Commentarius ... in opus metricum; 
voir infra , pseudo-bersuires 2. 
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A. G. LITTLE, 


Initia operum latinorum quae saeculis xiii. xiv. xv. attribuuntur 
secundum ordinem Alphabeti disposita , Franklin, New York, 19^8. 
Reproduction anastatique de Little 1904. 

OLGA RAGGIO, 

The Myth of Prometheus. Its survival and metamorphoses up to the 
eighteenth century , dans: Journal of the Warburg and Courtauld Institutes , vol. 
XXI = 19^8, pp. 44-62. 

Etudie entre autres le mythe de Prom^thee dans Reductorium XV (voir Werkmateriaal- 
2 1962, pp. 36-37) comme dans les vers et les miniatures de VOvide moralist. 


J. B. TRAPP, 

The Owl's Ivy and the Poet's Bays. An Enquiry into Poetic Gar¬ 
lands , dans: Journal of the Warburg and Courtauld Institutes , vol. XXI = 
19^8, pp. 227-2^5. 

Dans cette £tude sur „le lierre du hibou et les lauriers du po&te; recherche sur les 
guirlandes po^tiques”, Pauteur, p. 243, k propos du couronnement de P^trarque, 
met k contribution le lemme corona du Repertorium. 


*959 

IDRIS LLEWELYN FOSTER, 

Gereint , Owein , and Peredur , dans: Arthurian Li¬ 
terature in the Middle Ages , A collaborative History , ed. Roger Sherman 
Loomis, Oxford, 1959, pp. 192-20$. 

P. 203, renvoie k M. Rh. Williams 1909. Voir R. Sherman Loomis 1959. 

ROGER SHERMAN LOOMIS, 

The Latin Romances y ibid. y pp. 472-479. 

P. 478, n. 3, renvoie k Kittredge 1916. Voir I. L. Foster 1959. 

CH. SAM ARAN, 

Deux documents inedits sur Pierre Bersuire , dans: Romania , 
LXXX = 1959, pp. 19-33. 

CH. SAMARAN et ROBERT MARICHAL, 

Catalogue des manuscrits en ecriture 
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latine portant des indications de date y de lieu ou de copiste , tome I, Musee 
Conde et Bibliotheques parisiennes, Paris, 1959. 

P. 59, notice detaillee sur le ms. Chantilly, Mus. Conde 758 (311) contenant 
Tite-Live, Les trois decades (trad, par Pierre Bersuire). 

P. 109, notice detaillee sur le ms. Arsenal 731 contenant Petrus Berchorius, De 
mirabilibus mundi (= Reductorium X IV). 

P. 125, notice d£taill£e sur le ms. Arsenal 1038; voir infra , pseudo-bersuires 2. 
P. 201, notice detaillee sur le ms. Paris, Assemblee Nationale 126$, contenant 
Tite-Live, Histoire romaine (trad, par Pierre Bersuire). 

P. 313, notice detaillee sur le ms. Mazarine 3876, Commentum in Ovidii Metamor¬ 
phoses. Comme l’ont signale B. Haureau 1883, p. 45 et F. Ghisalberti 1933, p. 5 8, 
il s’agit de Reductorium XV. 

P. 337, notice detaillee sur le ms. Paris, Sainte-Genevieve 777, contenant Tite- 
Live, Histoire romaine (trad, par Pierre Bersuire). 

P. 393, notice sommaire sur le ms. Chantilly, Mus. Conde 757 (1048) contenant 
Tite-Live, La seconde decade (trad, par P. Bersuire). 

Ibid. t notice sommaire sur le ms. Chantilly, Mus. Conde 759-761 (308-310) 
contenant Tite-Live, Les trois decades (trad, par P. Bersuire). 

JOHN M. STEADMAN, 


Venus' Citole in Chaucer's Knight's Tale and Berchorius , 
dans: Speculum , vol. XXXIV = 1959, pp. 620-624. 

Discute Wilkins 1957. 


i960 

SALVATORE BATTAGLIA, 

La tradizione di Ovidio nel Medioevo , Archivio di 
Jilologia romanza , 1, Napoli, i960. 

Information tres vaste, mais pour les moralisations d’Ovide, cette etude n’ajoute 
guere k son article dans Enciclopedia Italiana 1935, auquel elle fait suite. 


E. PANOFSKY, 


Renaissance and Renascences in Western Art, Text , Stockholm, 

1960. 

Pour Bersuire, voir l’index sv Berchorius. 

La longue note 2 des pp. 78 ss., dans sa composition serree, est peut-etre ce qui a 
ete ecrit de plus lucide sur les ramifications litt^raires et artistiques de Reductorium 
XV. 
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BERYL SMALLEY, 


English Friars and Antiquity in the Early Fourteenth Century , 
Blackwell, Oxford, i960. 

Ouvrage fondamental pour la mythologie moralisee du moyen age, notamment 
John Ridewall, Nicolas Trivet, Robert Holkot, Thomas Waleys. 

Pour Bersuire, voir pp. 261-264. 

Werkmateriaal[i] uitgegeven door het Instituut voor Laat Latijn der Rijksuniver- 
siteit Utrecht , Petrus Berchorius y Reductorium morale , Liber XV, cap. i, De 
formis fgurisque deorum , naar de Parijse druk van 1509, Utrecht i960. 

Transcription, faite par J. Minderaa, avec resolution des abr^viations, de Metamor¬ 
phosis Ouidiana a Magistro Thoma Wallers... explanata , Paris, 1509. 

C.r. par M. Helin dans: ALMA, t. XXXII = 1962, p. 123; par H. H. Janssen dans: 
Neophilologus XXXXV = 1961, pp. 230-231. 


E. H. WILKINS, 

Petrarch's Correspondence , Medioevo e Umanesimo - 3, Pado¬ 
va, i960. 

Le repertoire le plus complet et le plus k jour pour tout ce qui concerne la cor- 
respondance de Petrarque. Pour les deux lettres adress^es par lui a Bersuire, Fam. 
XXII, 13-14, voir p. 83 (et Petrarca 1942). Pour trois lettres, difficilement ac- 
cessibles, dans lesquelles Petrarque parle de Bersuire, Sen. X, 2, XVI, 7 et XVII, 2, 
voir respectivement pp. 101, 109, no. Les trois passages mentionnant Petrus 
Pictaviensis sont cit£s chez Fassbinder 1917, pp. 12 et 18 d’apres l’edition Opera 
quae exstant omnia , Basileae, 1381. 


I961 

Catalogue general des livres imprimes de la Bibliotheque Nationale , Auteurs , 
tome 187, Paris, 1961. 

Col. 833, description de Metamorphosis Ouidiana 1509. 

Ibid. f description de Cy commence Ouide 1484. 

DOM JEAN FRAN9OIS, 

Bibliotheque generale des ecrivains de VOrdre de Saint 
Benoit , tome I, Louvain-Heverle, 1961. 

Reproduction anastatique de Dom Jean Francois 1777 accompagn^e d’une note 
liminaire sur les bibliographies b^n^dictines. 


WILLIAM S. HECKSCHER, 

^Recordedfrom Dark Recollection”, dans: De arti- 
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bus opuscula , XL. Essays in Honor of Erwin Pan fsky , New York, 1961, pp. 
1-18. 

Pp. 1 £-16, a propos du my the de Danad, dtudie sa moralisation dans Reductorium 
XV (Edition Paris 151 5, f° 44 v (= Werkmateriaal , 2 1962, pp. 82-83) et dans l e 
lemme Pluvia du Repertorium . 


K. V. SINCLAIR, 

The Melbourne Livy , ^4 Study 0/^ Bersuire’s Translation based 
on the Manuscript in the Collection of the National Gallery of Victoria , Univer¬ 
sity Press, Melbourne, 1961. 

Etude br&ve, sans doute, mais le plus k jour, sur la traduction de Tite-Live par 
Bersuire. 

BERYL SMALLEY, 

Jean de Hesdin 0 . Hosp . S. Ioh ., dans: Recherches de Theo - 
ancienne et medievale, tome XXVIII = 1961, pp. 283-330. 

Pp.311 ss., influence de Bersuire sur Jean de Hesdin. 

P. 313, k propos de Pietas , repr£sent£e comme un homme dont le coeur s’est 
fendu de douleur, mon collogue Heckscher me signale le n° 311 de la Tabula 
exemplorum secundum ordinem alphabeti ,| Recueil d’exempla compile en France a la 
Jin du XIII e sikle , 6 d. J. Th. Welter, th£se compl&nentaire, Paris, 1926, p. 84. 
Voir William S. Heckscher 1958. 

Pp. 314 et 326, Jean de Hesdin donne une description de Fides qu’il attribue au 
„prior sancti Eligii Parisiensis”. Miss Smalley se demande s’il s’agit d’un pseudo- 
Bersuire. 

E. H. WILKINS, 

Life of Petrarch, Chicago, 1961. 

R£sum6 bref, mais complet, £tabli par un sp^cialiste, des &venements concemant 
la vie de P 4 trarque; ceux qui int£ressent Bersuire, pp. 19 ss. et pp. 174 ss. 


1962 

ALDO S. BERNARDO, 

Petrarch, Scipio and the „Africa”, The Birth of Hu¬ 
manism’s Dream, The Johns Hopkins Press, Baltimore, Maryland, 1962. 
Pp. 135-138, r£sum6 tres k jour des rapports litt^raires entre P^trarque et 
Bersuire. 

British Museum General Catalogue of Printed Books, Photolithographic edition to 
19 SS, vol. 140. 

Col. 194 d£crit Editions imprim^es de la traduction de Tite-Live par Bersuire. 
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BERNARD GUILLEMAIN, 


La corn pontificate d f Avignon ( 1309-1376 ), Etude 
d’une societe, Bibliotheque des e coles Jr an$aises d’Athenes et de Rome, fasc. 201, 
Paris, 1962. 

Des plus utiles pour mieux situer diflferents personnages de Pentourage de Ber- 
suire (voir Index des noms propres). On s’attendrait 4 trouver aussi du nouveau sur 
Bersuire lui-mSme, mais 14 Fauteur s’est bom£ 4 emprunter 4 R.-.A. Meunier 
1948. 


1962 

E. PANOFSKY, 

Studies in Iconology: Humanistic Themes in the Art of the Re¬ 
naissance, New York, 1962. 

R6£dition de Panofsky 1939, avec une preface nouvelle. 

REMIGIUS AUTISSIODORENSIS, 

Commentum in Martianum Capellam libri /-//, 
edited with an introduction by Cora E. Lutz, Leiden, 1962. 

Consid 4 re (p. 23) Remi d’Auxerre et le Mythographe Vat. II comme deux auteurs 
distincts, sans discuter 1 ’opinion contraire de P. Courcelle 1939, cit6 pourtant p. 
i4- 

CH. SAMARAN et R. MARICHAL, 


Catalogue des manuscrits en ecriture latine 
portant des indications de date, de lieu ou de copiste, tome II, Bibliotheque 
Nationale, fonds latin (n 08 1-8.000), Paris, 1962. 

P. 482, notice sommaire sur le ms. Paris, Bibl. nat. lat. 3436, contenant la Summa 
de exemplis naturalibus contra curiosos de Servasanctus Faventinus; voir infra , pseudo- 

BERSUIRES 4. 

Werkmateriaal-2 uitgegeven door het Instituut voor Laat Latijn der Rijksuniversi- 
teit Utrecht, Petrus Berchorius, Reductorium morale, Liber XV, cap. ii-xv, 
n Ovidius moralizatus” naar de Parijse druk van 15 ° 9 > Utrecht, 1962. 

Transcription, faite par D. van Nes, avec resolution des abr^viations, de Meta¬ 
morphosis Ouidiana a Magistro Thoma Wallers ... explanata , Paris, 1509. 

C.r. par Ch. Samaran dans: Cahiers de Civilisation medievale , t. VI = 1963, pp. 
363-364; par F. M[asai] dans: Scriptorium , t. XVII = 1963, p. 394; par P. V[er- 
braken], dans: Revue Benedictine , tome 73 = 1963, p. 16g; par G. V[inay] dans: 
Studi Medievali t 3 0 Serie-Anno III = 1962, p. 789. 
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G. GROBER, 

Ubersicht uber die Lateinische Litteratur von der Mitte des VI. 
Jahrhunderts bis zur Mitte des XIV. Jahrhunderts , Mimchen, 1963. 

Reproduction anastatique de G. Grober 1902 procuree par Walther Bulst, avec 
nouvel index. 

BETTY NYE QUINN, 

Venus , Chaucer , and Peter Bersuire , dans: Speculum , 
vol. XXXVIII = 1963, pp. 479-480. 

Essaie, apres Wilkins 1957, Steadman 1959 et Panofsky i960, de trancher entre 
Bersuire et le Libellus de imaginibus deorum comme source de Chaucer. Puis elle 
6met l’avis qu’Odo Picardus qui, pour son commentaire (1406-7) de VEcloga 
Theodoli , a mis a contribution VOvidius moralizatus , se serait servi de la version 
P(aris). 

LYNN THORNDIKE and PEARL KIBRE, 

A Catalogue of Incipits of Mediaeval 
Scientific Writings in Latin , Revised and Augmented Edition , The Mediaeval 
Academy of America Publication N° 29, London, 1963. 

Edition revue et augment^ de Thorndike and Kibre 1937. 

Plusieurs item importants - parfois l^gerement differents de la i&re Edition - sur 
Bersuire; voir V index sv Berchorius. 

Les deux Editions reinvent Tincipit du prologue ( Celum empyreum locus ) aussi bien 
que celui du texte ( Quia sicut scribitur) du traite Septiformis de moralitatibus ; voir 
Delisle 1888. Seule, T&lition de 1963, sous la variante Quoniam sicut scribitur 
(col. 1302), insere un item sur les Proprietates rerum naturalium moralizatae y mais 
comme s’il s*agissait ici d’un autre ouvrage au lieu du meme Septiformis sous un 
autre nom. 

Les deux Editions ins&rent Tincipit du prologue ( Cum solus in cella sederem) aussi 
bien que celui du texte ( Occurrit discutere) du trait£ Summa de exemplis naturalibus ou 
Libellus naturalium exemplorum avec Tattribution k Petrus Berchorius. Voir infra t 

PSEUDO-BERSUIRES 4. 
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H. DE LUBAC, 

Exegese medievale , Les quatre sens de VEcriture , seconde par- 
tie, II, Aubier, Paris, 1964. 

Important pour la place assignee k Bersuire (voir Index) dans Pex£g£se m£di£vale; 
la bibliographic est d£pass£e. 

Utrecht A suivre 

Instituut voor Laat Latijn 
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Berchoriana I f suite): 


NOTICE BIBLIOGRAPHIQUE SUR PIERRE BERSUIRE, 
SUPPLEMENT AU REPERTORIUM BIBLICUM MEDII AEVI 

J.ENGELS 


* 959 * 

B.G.KOONCE, 

Satan the Fowler , dans: Mediaeval Studies , XXI = 1959, pp. 

176-184. 

A propos de Satan l’Oiseleur dans The Legend of Good Women (Prologue) de Chaucer, 
P auteur examine des passages paralleles chez Bersuire: Reductorium , V, xlvii (de 
vere ), V, 1 (de hyeme ), VII, lix (de perdice ); Repertorium , les lemmes avis, inducer e, 
laqueus f rete , venatio. 

Cf. D. W. Robertson, Jr., WTi/ the Devil Wears Green , dans: Modern Language 
Notes , LXIX = 19£4, pp. 470-472. Pour prouver que la couleur verte du 
vetement port£ par le Diable, deguise en chasseur, dans The Friar's Tale ne 
trouve pas son origine dans 1*autre monde celtique, cet auteur all&gue 
Reductorium, XIII, iv (de viriditate) et XI, xxvi (de deserto). 


i 959 * 

R. E.KASKE, 

The Summoneds Garleek , Oynons , and eek Lekes , dans: Modern 
Language Notes , LXXIV = 19^9, pp. 481-484. 

Analysant la description du Summoner chez Chaucer, Kaske met en avant des pas¬ 
sages paralleles chez Bersuire: Reductorium f XII, x (de allio)y XII, xl (de coepa) t XII, 
xli (de coepa canina ), XII, cxxix (de porris) t XII, clxxxii (de vino) et XVI, iv,8 (ad 
Num. XI); Repertorium, le lemme Lepra. 

Kaske cite 6galement le passage sur Tail (allium) contenu dans une des sources de 
Bersuire, 1 ’anonyme Liber de Moralitatibus (voir sous Samaran et Monfrin 1962*). 
La citation se fait d’apres le ms. B.N. Lat. 3332, avec renvoi (II, p. 42^), k J. B. 
Pitra, Spicilegium solesmense , 4 vol., Paris, 18$£, qui au second volume (cf. XXIX, 
3 S 9 > 3 62 ss «) imprime plus ou moins compUtement, d’apres ce ms., des 
passages concemant les v£g£taux et les oiseaux. 

N.B. Rappelons que Pitra consacre un long passage k Bersuire, vol. Ill, pp. 
LXXVI-LXXVHI. 

1 Les item munis d’un ast^risque n’ont pu etre ins6r6s k leur place da n s le pr£c6dent article. Nous 
ne reprendrons pas ici les titres donnas dans Samaran et Monfrin 1962*, ouvrage qui sera entre 
toutes les mains. 



R. E. KASKE, 


Patristic Exegesis: The Defense , dans: Critical Approaches to 
Medieval Literature... ed. by D.Bethurum, New York, i960, pp. 27-60, 
1£8-1£9. 

Pp. 49-51, resume de Kaske 1959*. 

P. 159, la notice suivante sur les mss. du Liber de Moralitatibus (voir Kaske 1959*): 
“Since the publication of my note “The Summoner’s Garleek* (see note 2 above), 
Morton W. Bloomfield has generously referred me to copies of this work in seven 
manuscripts besides Bibl. nat. lat. 3332, and to MS notations dubiously ascribing 
it to Gilles de Rome, Thomas Waleys, and Marco da Urvieto..." 

1962* 

W.F. BOLTON, 

The “Miller s Tale”: An Interpretation , dans: Mediaeval Studies , 
XXIV = 1962, pp. 83-94. 

Etudiant le nom, Alison , de Pheroine de ce conte, 1 *auteur cite le lemme allicere 
du Repertorium. 


1962* 

ch.samaran, avec la collaboration de j.monfrin, 

Pierre Bersuire Prieur 

de Saint-Eloi de Paris (1 290?-i362), Extrait de VHistoire Litteraire de la 
France , XXXIX, Paris, 1962. 

Les pages de ce tir^- 4 -part sont num£rot 4 es de 1 k 192, mais les renvois internes 
s’y font d’apr&s la pagination du futur volume complet; il faut diminuer par 258 
les num^ros des pages donnas dans ces renvois. 

Cette monographic sur Bersuire, la premiere depuis Fassbinder 1917, et qui sortit de 
presse quand notre Notice bibliographique 4 tait a 1 ’impression, sera dor&iavant un livre de 
base pour les Etudes berchoriennes. 

I.— Savie, pp. 1-43. 

Samaran reprend et discute les opinions de biographes an- 
terieurs. Il ach&ve de demolir plusieurs legendes, parfois tenaces, notamment celle 
concemant la charge de secretaire du roi Jean II le Bon, et celle concemant le dem^nage- 
ment d* Avignon k Paris des 1340. Importante documentation nouvelle; relevons en par¬ 
ticular une bulle (du ier mars 1351) cit 4 e en entier, de Clement VI, r^cemment d£- 
couverte aux Archives du Vatican par Mgr. G. Mollat. 

P. 1, aux multiples graphics du nom Bersuire , aj outer celles cities dans Fassbinder 
19 17, P* 9 et dans RBMA , IV «= 1954, p. 235. 



Pourtant, on continue k ne pas savoir grand-chose sur la jeunesse et les premieres Etudes 
de Bersuire, ni sur son passage chez les Franciscains. 

P. £, ajouter le tEmoignage (1^09) du Cordelier Jean Thenaud signalE par Mercier 
de Saint-Leger 1779. 

On n’est guere mieux renseignE sur la vie de Bersuire k Avignon (1320/2^-13^0), ni sm¬ 
ses frEquentations. Samaran brosse une belle toile de fond de 1 * Avignon papale (voir 
maintenant Guillemain 1962). 11 Enumere beaucoup de personnages que Bersuire a pro- 
bablement connus, mais malheureusement le bEnEdictin est restE fort discret sur ceux 
qu’il a en fait frequents. 

Pour ses rapports avec PEtrarque on consultera avec fruit Wilkins i960 et 1961. 
Riche documentation sur la BibliothEque pontificate (on peut ajouter A. Maier 1952). 
Bibliographic abondante (pp. 42-43) concemant la tombe de Bersuire et l’Epitaphe qui 
EnumErait ses ouvrages. 

Ajouter Sweertius 1623. La reconstruction du texte authentique de l’Epitaphe 
a perdu beaucoup de sa portae anterieure, voir ci-aprEs. 

II.— Ses ecrits pp. 43 - 17 £ . 

Jusqu’ici, pour Etablir le canon des oeuvres de Ber¬ 
suire, on devait recourir k ses Prologues et k l’Epitaphe. DorEnavant, grace k la dEcou- 
verte, faite rEcemment par Samaran lui-meme dans un ms. datE de 1359 du Repertorium 
(voir p. 44), d’une Collatio pro fine operis, nous sommes en bien meilleure posture. 
Dans cette Collatio , dont quelques passages sont cites, Bersuire Enumere les cinq ou¬ 
vrages qu’il reconnait comme siens. S’il Etait dEja Etabli avec certitude que Bersuire a 
Ecrit le Reductorium, le Repertorium et la Translatio en fran?ais de Tite-Live, k present nous 
savons en outre qu’il a aussi compost, et meme dessinE, quamdam orbis terrarum cosmo- 
graphiam seu mundi mappam, pas encore retrouvEe, et qu’il a vraisemblablement achevE 
le Breviarium annoncE par lui. 

La Collatio — la decouverte de laquelle ne semble etre intervenue que lorsque 
Samaran avait dEj& rEdigE certaines tranches de son Etude — est une sorte d’Epilo¬ 
gue ou Bersuire fait un retour en arriere, et qui mEritera un examen approfondi en 
rapport avec le Prologue du Reductorium auquel elle fait pendant. Elle ouvre sur 
un verset presque semblable Egalement empruntE k 1 ’ Ecclesiastique (XXXIII, 18): 
Respicite quoniam non mihi soli laboravi , sed omnibus exquirentibus disciplinam; com- 
parez Prol. Red.: Videte quoniam non soli mihi laboravi, sed omnibus exquirentibus 
veritatem (XXIV, 47). 

La chronologie dEtaillEe des oeuvres de Bersuire reste difficile k Etablir, d’autant plus 
que les ElEments de datation paraissent souvent contradictoires. 

11 semble qu’on puisse rEsumer brievement comme suit l’essentiel des conclusions, 
quelque peu dispersEes, auxquelles Samaran (Monfrin pour le Tite-Live) est 
arrivE: 

c 1320-1340/41 Reductorium I -XIII. 

I 33 £" I 34 ° ou I 337 ~ I 34 2: Repertorium. 

avant (1 juillet) 1342: Reductorium XV, rEdaction(s) i 4 [vignon], 

I 343“ I 34£ : Reductorium XIV et (?) XVI. 

13 1 36° : Cosmographia. 

apres i3£Q: Reductorium XV, rEdaction P[aris]. 

13 $4-13^6 ou 13^9: Achevement du Tite-Live. 
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Repertorium , redaction revue et augmentee, avec la 
Collatio pro fine operis. 

?? Breviarium. 

Je pense actuellement qu’il faudra davantage tenir compte du fait que Bersuire, 
tout au long de sa vie, a procede par adjonctions successives, non seulement 
de livres mais aussi de paragraphes, et par retouches, mSme de ses Prologues. 

A. REDUCTORIUM MORALE, pp. 46-91. 

C’est selon toute vraisemblance l’ou- 
vrage mis le premier sur le chantier, a Avignon, probablement vers 1320. 

Les treize premiers livres du Reductorium , pp. 49-68. 

Le Reductorium se limitait d’abord aux 
livres 1 -XI 1 I, achev^s peut-etre en 1341 (pp. 47, 67); les titres de leurs chapitres sont 
£num£r£s pp. 49-5$. 

Les incipits et explicits de ces livres sont donnas dans RBMA , IV = 1954, no 6426. 
Leur source essentielle, et meme leur module, est le De proprietatibus return de Barthelemy 
1 ’Anglais (XHIe siecle, non XlVe si^cle). Bersuire a “moralist” cette encyclopedic. 

Le De proprietatibus rerum , qu’une reproduction anastatique (Frankfurt a.M., 1964), 
faite d’apres l’edition de 1601, vient de rendre facilement accessible, a eteetudie 
par Delisle 1888. Sous cet item, on trouvera la bibliographic plus r£cente sur 
Barthelemy. 

II y a lieu de ne pas accentuer outre mesure le caract^re “moralisant” du Reduc¬ 
torium par rapport a sa source. Car, d’une part, Bersuire a accueilli genereusement 
Pelement encyclopedique, et il l’a parfois meme amplifie, comme il le rappelle du 
reste dans son Prologue, cite d’apres Pedition 1730-1731, vol. II, p. 2: 

“Aliquae etiam sunt in libro de proprietatibus materiae, quas valde succincte 
posui, sicut est liber de infirmitatibus, & liber de arboribus, de quibus 
notabiliora extraxi, magis vero communia dereliqui. Multa enim sunt ibi, 
quae magis visa sunt mihi pertinere ad recepta medicorum, quam ad dicta 
Philosophorum; quapropter de istis me breviter expedivi. Aliqua etiam 
sunt, quae in pluribus augmentavi. Multa quae alibi reperta sunt, 
superaddidi, sicut patet de piscibus, de quibus idem Magister de proprietati¬ 
bus parum tractat. Ego vero alibi reperta materia de ipsis magnum tractatum 
compilavi. In libro etiam de animalibus, & de aquis & fluminibus, multa 
volui superaddere, & materiam in diversis repertam codicibus, ad suos 
titulos applicare. ” 

Les bibliographes naturalistes k partir de Conrad Gesner (voir sous 1583) ne s’y 
sont d’ailleurs pas tromp^s. D’autre part, comme le remarque Plassmann, Bar¬ 
thelemy lui-meme declare dans sa preface qu’il a ecrit son encyclopedic en vue des 
moralisations et d’une meilleure comprehension de l’Ecriture. C’est pourquoi 
Plassmann appelle le De proprietatibus rerum: u The Preacher’s Philosophical Repertory 
for the Interpretation of S. Scripture. ” Bersuire n’a done fait surtout qu’exploiter la 
mine; son ouvrage est double, c’est une encyclopedic, mais amplement munie de 
moralisations. 

Lorsque Bersuire avait entierement termine le Reductorium , il lui est venu entre les 
mains, dit-il, une moralisation du traite de Barthelemy, k laquelle il a fait des emprunts 
qui ont ete inseres k leur place. 



“Avant de mettre la demi&re main k mon Reductorium .. .” (Samaran, p. 59); 
“Apres avoir termini mon travail... * (Delisle 1888, p. 337); “Postquam hoc 
opus Reductorii penitus complevissem ...” (Bersuire). L*interpretation de Samaran est 
justifi^e dans 1 ’hypo these que Bersuire aurait ecrit cette remarque au moment oil 
le Reductorium ne comportait encore que treize livres et qu’il ne l’aurait pas 
modifi^e apr&s avoir compose les livres XIV, XV, et XVI. 

Delisle 1888 ayant compart entre eux le traits de Barthelemy et la moralisation en 
question, Samaran reprend ce parallele en l’etendant au Reductorium . 

Cette moralisation, sauf erreur demapart, n’apas et£ signalee dans les sept volumes 
parus du RBMA. Elle passe sous plusieurs titres, soit De moralisatione libri de 
proprietatibus rerum (Bersuire), soit Liber ( Tractatus ) de moralitatibus, soit Proprieties 
return moralizatae , soit Septiformis de moralitatibus , soit Liber moralizatus (Samaran). 
Incipit du Prologue: Quoniam (Quia) sicut scribitur, Sap . XIII, 1, vani sunt ..., 
du texte: Celum empyreum locus est et regio angelorum et beatorum ... 

Mss.: (a) Enrico Narducci a fait connaitre le ms. Rome, Angelica Q. 5.26, decrit 
ensuite minutieusement par lui dans: f/enricus Narducci, Catalogus codicum ma- 
nuscriptorum praeter graecos et orientales in Bibliotheca angelica ..., tomus prior, 
Romae, 1893, pp. 311-313, ou ce ms. prend le no 750. (b) Delisle 1888 a utilise 
Munich, CLM 8809. (c) Samaran s’est servi du ms. Paris, B.N. 3332; il annonce 
que “la notice de ce ms. prendra place au t. V du Catalogue (en cours) des ma- 
nuscrits latins de la Bibliotheque nationale” Thorndike 1929 signale en outre 
(d) le ms. Padoue, Antoniana XVIII, 388 et, sans doute d’apr&s Little 1904 
( = 1958), p. 194, (e) le ms. Oxford, New College 1 57. Thorndike and Kibre 1937 
et 1963 ajoutent (f) le ms. Bologne, Univ. 1099 (2231), puis — d’apr&s Ernst 
Zinner, Verzeichnis der astronomischen Handschriften des deutschen Kulturgebietes, 
Miinchen, 1925, p. 257, n 08 8249 et 8250 — (g) Cologne, Hist. Arch. W. 4 0 
375 et (h) Wolfenbiittel, Landesbibliothek 3292, 130. Tout cela s’accorde avec 
Tobservation de Morton W. Bloomfield, rapportee sous Kaske i960*. Enfin, 
rappelons avec Kaske 1959* que Pitra a publie des passages, d’apr&s le ms. B.N. 
Lat. 3332, dans son Spicilegium solesmense. 

Auteur: La moralisation a £t£ attribute k Gilles de Rome, Aegidius Romanus 
(pour qui voir P. Glorieux, Repertoire des Maitres en theologie de Paris au XHIe siecle, 
t. II, Paris, 1934, PP* 2 93~3 o8 » et RBMA, II = 1950, pp. 20 ss.), a Thomas 
Walevs (voir sous RBMA, V = 1955), & Marco da Urvieto et k Gaietanus de 
Thienis (1387-146$). Mais Delisle 1888 avait sans doute raison de Tattribuer k 
un frere mineur anonyme. 

Date de composition: Narducci proposait 1281-1291, en quoi il est suivi 
par Delisle 1888 et par Glorieux, Repertoire ... II, p. 305. Cette date a 6t6 mise en 
doute par Thorndike 1929. 

p P . 62-64, l es autres sources livresques. Pp. 64-65, comme passim dans sa Notice, 
Samaran fait etat des informations personnelles foumies par Bersuire, disant k ce 
propos: “... ces treize premiers livres du Reductorium peuvent etre consid£r£s par certains 
cotes comme un recueil d 'exempla, nombre d’anecdotes originates et de traits pris sur 
le vif £tant par cela meme d’une reelle importance pour la connaissance et pour T^tude 
des croyances et des moeurs de la France du XIVe si£cle.” 



Les trois derniers livres du Reductorium , pp. 67-91. 

Les livres XIV, XV et XVI 

ne faisaient pas partie du plan primitif. 

Le livre XIV . De natura mirabilibus ou Descriptio mundi , pp. 68-77. 

“L’ouvrage 

porte, selon les manuscrits, Tun des deux titres ci-dessus”. 

Il n’y a pas de doute pour le premier titre. Quant au second, certains mss. pre¬ 
sented, sans doute d’apres la premiere phrase du Prologue, le titre, qui serait 
alors un troisi&me, De mirabilibus mundi ; c’est d’ailleurs sous celui-ci que les mss. 
du XlVe livre seront group^s dans la section I C de TAppendice (pp. 178-179). 
D’autre part, le titre Descriptio mundi est certes mentionne dans TEpitaphe, mais 
Samaran (p. 160) consid&re qu’il indique la Cosmo graphic, de meme que le terme 
rescription (pour description) dans le Prologue du Tite-Live. Pour toutes ces raisons, 
je me demande si, 4 la p. 68, dans l’en-tete du chapitre, Descriptio mundi ne serait 
pas simplement une coquille, assez facheuse il est vrai, pour De mirabilibus mundi. 
Incipit et explicit du Prologue, comme du texte, dans: RBMA , IV = 1954, p. 237. 
Le livre a ete compost 4 Avignon ou dans la region avignonnaise, et termini peut-etre 
entre 1343 et 134^. 

Les titres des chapitres sont donnas pp. 70-71; les sources livresques examinees pp. 73-77. 
Sur Gervaise de Tilbury, on pourra maintenant ajouter H. G. Richardson, dans: 
History, XL VI = 1961, pp. 102-114. 

Le Livre XV. Ovidius moralizatus , pp. 78-87. 

Pour l’incipit du Prologue, comme du texte, voir Ghisalberti 1933, pp. 87, 90, 
plutot que RBMA, IV = 1954, pp. 237-238. 

Samaran resume notamment Ghisalberti 1933 et Particle, controverse, de Wilkins 1957. 
Il examine l’histoire fort compliqu^e du texte, disant tres justement que “les recherches 
de Haureau, Ghisalberti et Engels ne semblent pas avoir r^solucompletement le probleme.” 
On pourra preciser quelques points, en partant du Prologue, dans sa demiere 
version connue (imprimee Gh[isalberti] 1933, pp. 87-90): 

Bersuire (Gh., p. 88 en bas — p. 89) pose que beaucoup d’auteurs ayant d£j 4 
traits du sens littoral des fables, il entend, sauf exception, presenter seulement 
leur exposition morale et allegorique. Il divisera son livre en seize 
chapitres; dans les chapitres 2-16, il traitera les quinze livres des Metamorphoses , 
en ajoutant certaines fables trouvees ailleurs, et en supprimant quelques autres. 
Mais avant de commencer par le premier livre d’Ovide, il parlera de formis 
jigurisque deorum dans un chapitre introductif. Pour composer celui-ci, il a aussi du 
parcourir les livres de Fulgence, Alexandre et Raban Maur (Gh., p. 90). 

Le “livre de Fulgence” (c goo) est le Liber Mythologiarum , que Samaran (p. 
86), par megarde, confond avec le Fulgentius MetaJoralis (voir plus bas). 
Quant au “livre d’Alexandre, c’est en effet le Mythographe III (voir Scrip- 
tores 1834), qu’on identifie actuellement, non avec Alexandre Neckam, 
mais plutot avec un Albericus Lundoniensis (voir Rathbone 1943). 

Dans l’alinea qui precede immediatement, Bersuire declare, que n’ayant pu trouver 
nulle part de descriptions de dieux pai'ens, il a du (avant ou apres la lecture de 
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Fulgence, Alexandre et Raban Maur?) consul ter Petrarque, lequel a d^crit ces 
dieux dans un poeme. 

Ce poeme est Y Africa. Pour l’epoque k laquelle cette consultation a pu 
avoir lieu, voir maintenant Wilkins 1961 et Bernardo 1962. 

A partir d’ici, les mss. commencent a diverger. Dans certains, Bersuire declare 
qu’il avait entendu dire que les fables d’Ovide avaient 4 t 4 moralis 4 es en vers 
fran^ais, mais qu’il n’avait pu disposer k temps de cet ouvrage. 

Cette moralisation est YOvide moralise (rim£), voir sous 1915-1938. 

Par contre, dans d’autres mss., Bersuire declare que, seulement quand il avait 
entierement termini son XVe livre, k son retour d’Avignon k Paris, Philippe de 
Vitry lui avait procure 1 ’ouvrage fran^ais; il en a tire alors beaucoup d* expositions 
morales et all^goriques, qu’il a ensuite inserts dans le sien. 

Ces insertions sont signal^es chez Ghisalberti 1933, pour les chapitres 1-10. 
Ghisalberti a d^signe cette redaction amplifi£e, faite k Paris, par la lettre P; la 
redaction anterieure par la lettre d[vignon], 

Dans les mss. de la redaction A , la phrase sur Fulgence, Alexandre et R. Maur 
termine le Prologue. En revanche, tous les mss., semble-t-il, qui ins&rent les 
empnmts k YOvide moralise , ajoutent encore un passage final. Dans celui-ci, 
Bersuire declare que novissime , tout r£cemment (on dirait done: apr&s YOvide 
moralise ), il lui est venu entre les mains un traits ou les images des dieux £taient fort 
clairement d^crites, et meme parfois moralisees. Ces descriptions, il les a mises k 
contribution le mieux qu’il pouvait. 

Ce traits, contrairement k ce que dit Samaran (p. 86), a 4 t 6 identify depuis long- 
temps, par l’editeur Liebeschiitz 1926, avec le Fulgentius metaforalis du Franciscain 
anglais John Ridewall (c 1330); voir aussi sous Smalley i960, et RBMA, III = 1951, 
P* 4 IQ * 

VOvidius moralizatus a ete imprime en 1509 (Editions en 1511, i5i5et 1521) par Josse 
Bade, avec attribution k Thomas Waleys, dans une redaction pour cette raison appel£e 
W par Ghisalberti, qui la croyait l’ceuvre d’un remanieur. Actuellement, je pense que 
Josse Bade a simplement 4 dite un ms. de la p^riode d’Avignon qui allait sous le nom de 
Thomas Waleys. 

Des excerpta de l’Ovidius moralizatus ont £te imprimes en manchette dans l*6dition 1556 
des Metamorphoses. 

Le chapitre introductif sur les images des dieux a ete prive des moralisations dans un 
Libellus de deorum imaginibus. L’editeur Liebeschiitz 1926 datait ce remaniement du d£but 
du XVe siecle. L’opinion de Wilkins 1957, arguant que Chaucer, plutot que de puiser 
dans l’oeuvre de Bersuire, aurait utilise le Libellus y qu’il faudrait done dater entre 1342 
et 1380, n’a pas pr^valu. 

Le chapitre introductif a 4 te traduit en fran^ais. Cette traduction se lit au d£but d’un 
ms. de YOvide moralise a Copenhague, voir Van’t Sant 1929. Elle a aussi 6t6 imprim^e au 
d£but de Cy commence Ouide 1484. 

Betty Nye Quinn 1963 est d’avis qu’Odon le Picard aurait utilise la version P pour son 
commentaire de YEcloga Theodoli. 

Le Livre XVI. Super totam Bibliam , pp. 87-91. 

Samaran suit ici surtout 

Meunier 1953. 



Incipit (Cum iam preopacam, non: per opacam) et explicit du Prologue, ainsi que des 
trente-quatre “livres”, dans: RBMA, IV = 1954, no 6426. Ibid., no 6426, 1, 
l’incipit et l’explicit d’une table reproduite aussi dans Opera Omnia 1730-1731, 
vol. I, imm^diatement avant le Prologue (1 o pp.). 

B. REPERTORIUM MORALE, pp. 91-IOO. 

Ce second ouvrage de Bersuire, c’est 4 
son insu et sans son aveu qu’on l’a appeie aussi Dictionarium. Le “travail de preparation et 
la premiere mise en oeuvre ont eu pour cadre Avignon. ” Sa composition, qui a pris pres 
de cinq ans, se placerait entre 1337 et 1342 ou entre 1335 et 1340. Nous savons, par la 
Collatio , que Bersuire a procure en 13^9, a Paris, une edition revue et compietee. 

Incipit et explicit du Prologue, incipits des lettres A-Z, explicit de Z, dans 
RBMA, IV = 1954, no 6427. Ibid., no 6427, 1, incipit et explicit de la table 
attribuee 4 Johannes Columbe, reproduite aussi dans l’edition 1730-1731, vol. 
VI, apreslap. 2^6 (100 pp.). 

“Le Repertorium est un recueil alphabetique de plusieurs milliers de mots latins de toute 
nature (noms propres et noms communs, verbes, adverbes, prepositions, etc. pris dans 
la Bible et commentes selon le meme esprit que dans le Reductorium. ” 

De meme que pour le Reductorium, il y a lieu de ne pas accentuer outre mesure le 
caractere “moralisant” du Repertorium au depens des autres aspects de 1 ’ouvrage. 
Samaran reproche 4 Bersuire “de ceder souvent 4 la manie etymologique” (p. 94; 
cf. p. 66). Pour une appreciation plus positive de l’etymologie medievale, voir 
par ex. Jeauneau 1958. 

C. LA TRADUCTION FRAN^AISE DE TITE-LIVE, pp. IOO-I56. 

Dans ce chapitre, 

qui est 1 * oeuvre de J. Monfrin, 4 peu pres tous les problemes que pose la traduction par 
Bersuire de Tite-Live, y compris ceux de la survie, sont, ou bien resolus ou bien cir- 
conscrits en vue de recherches ulterieures, 4 l’aide de la documentation la plus modeme, 
fran^aise et etrangere. C’est une etude dense, qui ne se laisse pas resumer; on ne peut 
qu’y renvoyer. Noblesse oblige: Est-ce que M. Monfrin ne se doit pas de nous donner un 
jour une edition de ce texte si magistralement edaire par lui ? 

Un seul point: Bersuire retouchant ses Prologues au fur et 4 mesure, il ne me 
semble pas que, l’exemplaire presente 4 Jean le Bon ayant disparu, les mots 
“prieur a present de Saint Eloy de Paris” suffisent pour etablir l’annee 1354 comme 
terminus a quo (cf. pp. 104-10 $). 

N.B. Monfrin n’a pas dispose 4 temps de Sinclair 1961 (voir p. 17$). 


D. OUVRAGES PERDUS. 

1) Le Breviarium morale , pp. 156-160. 

L’Epitaphe de Bersuire lui attribue un 
Breviatorium. Lui-meme, dans les exemplaires du Prologue au Reductorium examines 
jusqu’ici, annonce seulement son intention de se consacrer un jour 4 une sorte d’intro- 
duction au Repertorium, qu’il intitule Breviarium morale ou Directorium morale. Pourtant, 
nous ne connaissons aucun exemplaire de ce Prologue ou 1 ’auteur aflfirme qu’il a fini de 
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rediger un pareil ouvrage. On restait done dans le doute. Mais, maintenant, les termes 
(p. 44) de la Collatio datee de 1359, semblent nous obliger k admettre que Bersuire a en 
effet execute son dessein. 

Toutefois, jusqu’ici aucun ms. du Breviarium n’a ete signal^, mSme pas dans RBMA , IV = 
1954, no 6428. C’est aussi a tort que Hurter 1906, Nomenclator [literarius, non: theologi- 
cus], II, p. 635, avait assure qu’il se trouve dans plusieurs editions des Opera omnia. Enfin, 
le Breviarium Bibliae que Philippe de Bergame 1483 lui attribue, et que Jean de Triten- 
heim 1546 appelle Breviarium historiarum Bibliae , citant par bonheur l’incipit, est un 
ouvrage d’un des trois autres Pierre de Poitiers, voir p. 165 [et RBMA , IV = 1954, pp. 
362 ss.]. 

Or, k present, Samaran, avec de serieux arguments, espere avoir trouve une partie du 
Breviarium de Bersuire dans les ff. i68 v °-I9o v ° du ms. Oxford, Bodl. 571 (2019). Mais 
des recherches ulterieures seront necessaires, notamment pour verifier si “ce texte ne se 
retrouve pas dans des manuscrits de date nettement ant^rieure a l’epoque assez tardive 
(milieu du XlVe siecle) ou [Bersuire] aurait pu [le] composer”. 

A la p. i6$, nous lisons: “11 est vrai que Pierre Bersuire a eu tout au moins l’in- 
tention d’ecrire un Breviarium morale qui, s’il l’a £crit, est difficile, sinon im¬ 
possible a identifier.” C’est sans doute une phrase que Samaran aura omis de re¬ 
toucher. 


2) La Cosmographia , pp. 160-162. 

Bersuire doit avoir £crit une geographic 
descriptive, diflferente - contrairement k ce qu’on a pu raisonnablement penser - du 
Livre XIV du Reductorium (voir plus haut), bien que celui-ci ait foumi sans doute un point 
de depart. Elle est intitule la Mapemonde et la rescription dans le Prologue du Tite-Live; 
quamdam orbis terrarum cosmographiam seu mundi mappam dans la Collatio. L’Epitaphe 
1’appelle Descriptio mundi. 

“La Cosmographia fut certainement l’un des derniers ouvrages de Bersuire, la demiere en 
tout cas de ses oeuvres latines. 11 la composa k Paris, entre 13^0 et 1360, peut-etre avant 
d’entreprendre son Tite-Live, k moins qu’il n’ait mene de front ces deux travaux.” 

Les “mappemondes et cartes de la deuxieme moitie duXIVe siecle sont assez nombreuses 
dans les depots de manuscrits. Aucune, k notre connaissance (dit Samaran) ne porte le 
nom de Pierre Bersuire; aucune, non plus, ne peut lui etre attribute avec vraisemblance. ” 
La Cosmographia de Bersuire n’est pas signals non plus dans Leo Bagrow, Die 
Geschichte der Kartographie , Berlin, 1951; 2e 4 d., par L. Bagrow et R. A. Skelton, 
sous le titre Meister der Kartographie , Berlin, 1963. - Relevons simplement que ces 
auteurs essaient d’attrib^er la Mappemonde dite “d’Ebstorf” k Gervaise de Tilbury, 
une des sources importantes de Bersuire. 

E. OUVRAGES FAUSSEMENT ATTRIBUTES A PIERRE BERSUIRE, pp. 162-172. 
Voir plus loin, Berchoriana II: Pseudo-Bersuires. 


CONCLUSION, pp. 168-172. 

Samaran d£crit la physionomie intellectuelle et 
morale de Pierre Bersuire, telle qu’elle lui a paru se d^gager de l’^tude de l’ceuvre, l’une 
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des plus volumineuses du XlVe siecle. De cette £tude, Samaran a indiqu6 les limites, 
certes non Strokes mais nettement circonscrites, qu’il entendait lui assigner, en disant 
(p. 94), k propos du Repertorium : “On con^oit aussi que cette veritable encyclopedic de 
connaissances religieuses echappe k l’analyse et que, surtout dans YHistoire littdraire de 
la France , il suffise de caract£riser sommairement la mani&re et les tendances de 1 ’auteur, 
d’indiquer, si possible, les principales sources auxquelles il a puis£, de marquer enfin 
en quoi il apporte sur son temps un certain nombre de t&moignages.” Par ces paroles, 
Samaran indique aussi qu’il reste, dans 1 ’oeuvre de Bersuire, bien des aspects non exa¬ 
mines par lui. Leur etude, grace k Samaran et k Monfrin, dorenavant sera notablement 
facilitee. 

Note bibliographique , pp. 17 3-17 

Du tres grand nombre de titres qu’il a in¬ 
seres dans son etude, Samaran retient ici dix-neuf notices sur la vie et les oeuvres de 
Bersuire, renvoyant pour les autres k Fassbinder 1917 et, k partir de cette date, au DHGE 
1935 et au Dictionnaire de biographicJrangaise (Mme E. Hitier) 1954. 

Deux de ces notices m’avaient echappe: C. Merland, Biographies vendeennes , L = 
1883, pp. 297-369; L. Carolus-Barre, Barthelemy Cama , clerc du roi (1335-13^8), 
et ses origines languedociennes , dans: Bihliotheque de VEcole des chartes , CXV = 1937, 
pp. 189-192. 

Sous Fassbinder, pour u Repertorium biblicum de Hurter”, lire: tt Nomenclator lite- 
rarius” (voir sous 1906). 


APPENDICE. MANUSCRITS ET EDITIONS, pp. I 76-I 92. 

“Cet appendice est, 

pour sa plus grande part, le fruit des recherches de M. Jacques Monfrin, professeur k 
l’Ecole des chartes. ” 

I. CEuvres latines: manuscrits. 

C’est de loin la plus riche liste de mss. jamais etablie des oeuvres latines de Ber¬ 
suire. On regrettera toutefois l’absence de tout renvoi, ne fut-ce que pour les 
corriger, aux listes de mss. donnees dans cet instrument de travail si commode, 
e.a. par ses incipits et explicits, qu’est le Repertorium biblicum medii aevi de 
de Stegmiiller, IV = 1954, n os 6425-27; 6789. D’autant plus que les sections A 
et surtout B ne sont pas tres clairement presentees. En effet, sous B, malgre le 
titre, sont signals trois mss. contenant les livres I k XVI (B.N.), XIII k XVI, et 
XI k XVI. Ainsi, le lecteur qui se demande si, hors de la Biblioth&que Nationale il 
n’y a pas de ms. contenant les livres I k XVI, et s’il n’existe nulle part de ms. avec 
les livres I k XIV ou, comme l’affirme Stegmiiller, p. 238 ,1 k XV, ne trouve pas de 
reponse explicite. 

A. Opera omnia [dans les mss. de la Bibl. nat.J, pp. 176-177. 

B. Reductorium, Livres I-XIII (en tout ou en partie), pp. 177-178. 

Des Excerpta (anonymes) des livres I-IX du Reductorium sont signals, avec leur 
incipit, par Stegmiiller, n o 6425,1, dans le ms. Maihingen, Fiirstl. Bibl. II Lat. I 
Fol. J44-33 »• 
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C. Keductorium. Livre XIV ( De mirabilibus mundi ), pp. 178-179. 

Pour les titres de ce XIVe livre dans les mss., voir plus haut. 

Thorndike and Kibre 1963 (col. 1216) signalent en outre, avec le meme incipit 
mais avec attribution a Gervaise de Tilbury, le ms. Madrid, Bibliotheca Nacional 
R 79, ff. 2 $- 9 S, XVe-XVIe ss. 

D. Keductorium . Livre XV (Ovidius moralizatus), pp. 179-182. 

[a. Texte latin.] 

Rappelons avec Panofsky i960, p. 80, que le ms. Gotha, Landesbibliothek I, 98 
parait $tre le seul ms. signal^ de 1* Ovidius moralizatus qui soit enlumine. 

[b. Texte fran^ais.] 

Du moment que, sous les imprimis, p. 187, on accueille les traductions et re- 
maniements en fran^ais, il y a lieu de signaler le ms. Copenhague, Thott 399 fol., 
ff. 1-25V 0 . 

E. Keductorium. Livre XVI ( Super totam Bibliam ), pp. 182-183. 

F. Kepertorium [en tout ou en partie], pp. 183-185-. 

II. CEuvres latines: editions, pp. 186-188. 

A. Opera Omnia [tous sans le XVe livre du Keductorium]. 

Liste fort complete des imprimis de 1 * oeuvre latine de Bersuire - qui permettra 
peut-etre d’en identifier encore d’autres - et d’autant plus importante que, 
comme Samaran l’a fait remarquer, certains d’entre eux peuvent remonter 4 des 
mss. perdus. 

B. Keductorium. Livre XV ( Ovidius moralizatus). 

a. Texte latin. 

Pour une edition dactylographiee de la premiere des quatre editions enumerees, 
voir Werkmateriaal i960 et 1962. 

Rappelons que Ghisalberti 1933 (pp. 87-132) a public, d*apr 4 s le ms. Milan, 
Ambros. D 66 inf., contenant la demiere redaction amplifiee de Y Ovidius morali- 
zatus y le Prologue entier, de larges extraits des “livres” I-X, et Texplicit. 

Des excerpta de 1 * Ovidius moralizatus ont 6 t 6 imprimis en manchette dans 1 ’Edition 
des Metamorphoses 1556. 

b. Texte fran^ais. 

Pour 1 Edition de la traduction en anglais de Cy commence Ouide 1484 par Caxton, 
voir sous Gaston Paris 1885. 

Une Sedition de la Bible des Pokes, imprimee par Phelippe le Noir en 1531, est 
d£crite dans le Catalogue general 1934, coll. 684-683', mais pas dans le Catalogue 
general 1961, col. 8$£. 

C. Keductorium. Livre XVI ( Super totam Bibliam ). 

MSme remarque que sous II A. 

D. Kepertorium . 

Meme remarque que sous II A. 
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III. Traduction dc Tite-Live: manuscrits, pp. 189-192. 

Liste imposante de mss. 

IV. Traduction de Tite-Live: Editions, p. 192. 

Les trois Editions parisiennes (1486-1487, igig et 1^30), pour lesquelles voir 
aussipp. 149-1 go. 

» 9 6 3 * 

J. RYCHNER, 

Observations sur la traduction de Tite-Live par Pierre Bersuire 
(1354-1356), dans: Journal des savants, 1963, pp. 242-267. 

Examine les proc&tes de traduction appliques par Bersuire dans les chapitres I, 
22 et 23 de la premiere decade, d’apr&s le ms. Paris, Sainte-Genevieve 777. 
C.r. dans Bulletin de th. ancienne et medievale , IX = 1964, p. £70, n° 166$. 

j 9 6 4 * 

Saturn and Melancholy, Studies... by R. Klibansky, E. Panofsky and F. Saxl, 
Nelson & Sons, London, 1964. 

Dans cette refonte mise k jour de: E. Panofsky und F. Saxl, Diirers Melencolia /, 
Leipzig-Berlin, 1923, des pages sur Bersuire ont reprises, voir Index. 


* 9 6 4 * 

Dictionnaire des lettresfrangaises... Le Moyen Age, volume prepare par R. 
Bossuat, L. Pichard et G. Raynaud de Lage, Librairie Arth&me Fayard, 
Paris, 1964. 

Pp. $91-^92, notice succincte par Robert Bossuat sur la vie de Bersuire, ses 
ouvrages latins et sa traduction de Tite-Live en fransais. Dans la phrase Pourvu 
de divers bdnefices , il quitta Rome pour Paris , ou il devint en 13S7 prieur de Saint-Eloi, 
corriger Rome en Avignon , et 1357 en 1354* 


Utrecht 

Instituut voor Laat Latijn 


124 



On the chronology of Boethius’ works on logic II* 


L.M. DE RIJK 


D. The commentaries on Porphyry's Isagoge and Aristotle's Categories 

1 - The dates of the In Categ. and the In Isag. n 

A s to the date of this group of writings we possess one solid point of 
support, - as had been noted already by Gervaise 1 in the initial 
words of the second book of the commentary on the Categories 2 : 

In Arist. Categ. 3 , 201 Bi-14 (ed. Migne): Etsi nos curae officii consularis impediunt 
quo minus in his studiis omne otium plenamque operam consumimus, pertinere 
tamen videtur hoc ad aliquam reipublicae curam elucubratae rei doctrina cives 
instruere. Nec male de civibus mei merear, si cum prisca hominum virtus urbium 
ceterarum ad hanc unam rempublicam, dominationem imperiumque transtulerit, 
ego id saltern quod reliquum est, Graecae sapientiae artibus mores nostrae civitatis 
instruxero. Quare ne hoc quidem ipsum consulis vacat officio, cum Romani semper 
fuerit moris quod ubicunque gentium pulchrum esset atque laudabile, id magis ac 
magis imitatione honestare. Aggrediar igitur et propositi sententiam operis ordi- 
nemque contexam.* 

Boethius having been consul in 510, we may conclude that he wrote the 
two books on Aristotle’s Categories c. £09-511. No doubt, they had been 
preceded by both editions of the In Porph. Isag. Brandt pointed (op. cit. 9 
148-149) to the following passage: 

In Categ. , 1^9 A1-7: Expeditis his quae ad Praedicamenta Aristotelis Porphyrii 
institutione digesta sunt, hos quoque commentaries in Praedicamenta perscribens 
mediocris styli seriem persecutes, nihil de altiorum quaestionum tractatione per- 

* For the first part, see the first issue (May 1964), pp. 1-49. 

1 Histoire de Boece , senateur romain, avec V analyse de tous ses our rages, des notes et des dissertations historic 
ques et theologiques , divisee en deux parties , printed in Migne (Patr. Lat. 64, coll. 1411-1600); see col. 
1448 A. 

2 See also Brandt, Entstehungszeit und zeitliche Folge der Werke von Boethius , in Philologus , Zeitschrift fur 
das classische Altertum, lxii (1903), pp. 147-148. 

3 The Migne-text has been corrected after the eleventh-century manuscript Brussels Bibl. Keg. 
£439-43 ( 2 939)* The I n Categ. is found ff. 8 va -46 ra . For a description, see Aristoteles Latinus , 
Codices, pars prior, nr 171, p. 316 and Supplementa altera, nr. 171, pp. 6^-66. 

4 Kappelmacher (article quoted above (first issue), p. 3) seems to be right in referring to a parallel 
in Cicero, De Divinatione n, 1: Quaerenti mihi multumque et diu cogitanti, quanam re possem 
prodesse quam plurimis, ne quando intermitterem consulere rei publicae, nulla maior occurrebat 
quam si optimarum artium vias traderem meis civibus. 
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miscui, sed dilucidandi moderatione servata, nec angere lectorem brevitate volui, 
nec dilatatione confundere. 

It must be noted, however, that it does not appear from this passage 
whether the second edition on the Isagoge is also meant. That the second 
edition, too, precedes the In Categ. clearly appears from a passage in 
In Isag. II: 

In Isag. n, 324 IO *32£ 7 , ed. Brandt: Atque ad hunc modum ex viginti differentiis 
secundum numerum decern secundum dissimilitudinem contrahuntur. ut tamen 
has secundum dissimilitudinem differentias non in quinario tantum numero, verum 
in ceteris notas habere possimus, talis dabitur regula quae plenam differentiarum 
dissimilitudinem in qualibet numeri pluralitate reperiat. propositarum enim 
rerum numero si unum dempseris atque id quod dempto uno relinquitur, in 
totam summam numeri multiplicaveris, eius quod ex multiplicatione factum est 
dimidium coaequabitur ei pluralitati quam propositarum rerum differentiae con- 
tinebunt. sint igitur res quattuor ABCD; his aufero unum: hunt tres; has 
igitur quater multiplico: fient duodecim; horum dimidium teneo: sex erunt. tot 
igitur erunt differentiae inter se rebus quattuor comparatis: A quippe ad B et C 
et D tres retinet differentias, rursus B ad C et D duas, C vero ad D unam; quae 
iunctae senarium numerum complent. atque hanc quidem regulam simpliciter ac 
sine demonstratione nunc dedisse sufficiat, in Praedicamentorum vero expositione 
ratio quoque cur ita sit explicabitur. 

Boethius here refers to In Categ., 272 C4-273 A12 : 

Sed quoniam quattuor species oppositions dictae sunt, nunc Aristotelis vestigia 
persequentes earum differentias colligamus, quae sunt numero sex: nam si quae 
res sint quattuor, easque differre a se ac distare volumus, sex solas differentias in- 
venimus. Cum enim primam differre a secunda ac tertia atque quarta ponimus, 
tres sunt differentiae. Item secundam rem a prima re differre ostendere atque 
demonstrare superfluum est. Cum enim primae rei ad secundam distantiam col- 
ligeremus, quid secunda distaret a prima docuimus. Relicta igitur primae ad 
secundam rem differentia, secundae et tertiae, item secundae quartaeque differen¬ 
tiae monstrabuntur, quae sunt duae, quae tribus superioribus iunctae quinque 
solas efficiunt. Restat tertiae rei quartaeque distantia. Nam primae ad secundam 
atque tertiam demonstrata est discrepantia, cum prima a secunda distaret, atque 
eodem modo a tertia monstrabamus. Id his probatur exemplis. Nam cum oppositio 
ea quae est secundum ad aliquid, ab his oppositionibus quae sunt secundum con- 
trarietatem, privationem atque habitum, atque affirmationem et negationem, 
distare proponitur, tres sunt differentiae. Cum vero ea quae secundum privatio¬ 
nem atque habitum oppositio est, a contrariis et ab affirmatione negationeque 
discrepat, duae sunt differentiae, quae iunctae superioribus quinque perficiunt. 
Idcirco enim quid distaret habitus atque privatio, ea oppositione quae relativa est 
praetermisimus, quoniam prius monstravimus quid relativa oppositio ab habitu 
privationeque differret; non est enim dubium aequam esse in utrisque differentiam, 
cum una ab alia discrepaverit. Restat una sola differentia, quae est contrariorum, ad 


126 



affirmationem scilicet et negationem; praetermissa namque est contrariorum 
differentia, de relativa scilicet et secundum habitum privationemque oppositione. 
Quid haec a contrarietate distaret, superius monstratum est. 

Brandt rightly remarks (op. cit., 149) that these passages not only prove 
that the edition of the In Isag. 11 preceded that of the In Categ., but that 
Boethius, when writing the passus In Isag. n, 324 I0 ff., must have 
designed already the general framework of this commentary on the 
Categories 1 . 

Therefore the second edition of the In hag. should be dated ap- 
proximatively £07-509. It had been preceded by a first commentary based 
on Victorinus* translation of the Isagoge: 

In Isag. 11, 347 24 -348*: Nos etiam, quoniam promissi operis portum tenemus atque 
huius libri seriem primo quidem ab rhetore Victorino, post vero a nobis Latina 
oratione conversam gemina expositione patefecimus, hie terminum longo statuimus 
operi... 2 


2 - The date of the In hag. l 

What is the chronological distance between In hag. 1 and 11? Brandt 
supposes (op. cit., 151) that Boethius, when composing his first commen¬ 
tary on the Isagoge, already thought of a second, more elaborate one. 
His arguments, however, are not convincing, I think. Two texts from 
the In hag. 1 are concerned here, (io 2_ s and 131 25 ), giving both at first 
sight some occasion to misunderstandings. In the first passage Boethius 
speaks about ea ars quam Graeci Xoytxyjv, nos rationalem possumus dicere ; he 
says: 

In Isag . I, io 2- *: Quam quidem artem quidam partem philosophiae, quidam non 
partem, sed ferramentum et quodammodo supellectilem iudicarunt. Qua autem id 
utrique impulsi ratione crediderint, alio erit in opere commemorandum. 

No doubt Boethius refers to In hag. 11, i4o I s-i437 > where, after a broad 
exposition of the dispute, he settles it by saying that logic is both part 
and instrument of philosophy (i42 l6 ff.). The very terminology used here 
(alio in opere), while being rather vague, seems to suggest that Boethius 
did anything but think of a secunda editio at this moment, i.e. in the 
introductory paragraphs of the first editions. 

1 See also the edition of the In Isag.: Anicii Manlii Sererini Boethii In Isagogen Porphyrii commenta. .. rec. 
Samuel Brandt, Vindobonae-Lipsiae 1906, Prolegomena, p. xxvii. 

2 Compare also In Isag. 1, 4 8 - 14 and In Isag. 11, 13s 5 ' 6 * 

3 I now find that Brandt in his edition, Prolog, p. xii, n. 6 withdraws his former interpretation. 
Moreover he rightly points out that Boethius took over this alio in opere from his Greek source 
(ox; h Ssl^op-ev). 
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Brandt’s second argument does not seem to be stringent either. He 
quotes (op. cit. y i £1-152) Fabius’ words at the end of In Isag. 1 (13125): 
‘tu ... patemo haec (viz. further instruction) mihi animo polliceris’ and 
thinks the phrase patemo animo to refer to not too early an age of our 
author (‘auf einigermaszen gesetzte Jahren’, op. cit., 152). Several 
objections may be raised against Brandt’s view: 

1. the figure of Fabius is a literary fiction 1 . He turns out to serve only 
stylistic-didactic purposes, as Brandt himself argued in his edition in a 
convincing way 2 3 4 . Therefore a phrase such as paternus animus seems to be 
meant only as illustrating the august master who gently and patiently 
instructs his not too intelligent pupil; the latter is full of a rather stupid 
admiration for his master*; the former thinks frequently to have serious 
reasons to inculcate his expositions*. All this points to a somewhat naive 
self-assurance on the part of the author, which may be explained at best 
by taking him for a very young man. Compare the somewhat audacious 
and pedantic words of Boethius in his prologue to the early work De sjll. 
categ. 5 . 

Finally we have the testimony of Ennodius that Boethius disposed of 
peritia docendi at quite an early age: 

Ennodius, Opera , ed. Vogel 6 , p. 314: Boethius patricius, in quo vix discendi 

annos respicis et intellegis peritiam sufficere iam docendi, de quo emendatorum 

iudicavit election 

2. If the In Isag. n should have followed shortly after the first edition, 
how are we to explain the fact that the former has neither the Fabius- 
figure, nor, generally speaking, the dialogue form? 

3. The very context of the phrase quoted by Brandt in support of his 
view, shows that the In hag. n should be placed at some distance from 
the In hag. 1, since, after the rather full and abundant 8 expositions, 
Fabius asks for further instruction, not about Porphyry’s work, but 
about Aristotle’s logic; and this is what Boethius promises to do: 


1 Cf. Brandt in his edition, Proleg. p. ix: ‘pro commenticio existimandus est’. 

2 Prolegomena , p. ix. 

3 Brandt points ( ibidem ) to the following passages: 8’; 12 10 ; 16 10 ; 44 6 ; S5 11 . 

4 For this Jrequentius inculcare Brandt points to: 72 15 ; 108 13 ; 114 15 ; 7S 7 ~ 8 Fabius says: ‘abundanter 
haec... omnia, et de his ipsis rebus frequentius inculcatum est.’ 

5 dealt with in the first part of this study, above, p. 30. 

6 in Mon. Germ. Hist. Auct. Ant. vii. 

7 Cf. Idem, Epist. vii, 13 p. 181 x 5-i6 e d. Hartel: quern in annis puerilibus sine aetatis praeiu- 
dicio industria fecit antiquum. 

8 plenius uberiusque (131*1); that these words are Boethius’, not Fabius’ is important. 
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In Isag. i, 131*0-132*: Sed iam tibi, mi Fabi, omnia quaecumque ad Introductionem 
Porphyrii pertinent, plenius uberiusque tractata sunt, post vero si quid umquam 
mei egueris, studiis praesertim tuis, quae nulla umquam honestate caruerunt, 
libens animo hortatorque ad easdem cupiditates parebo. ... Hie Fabius: Tu, inquit 
patemo haec mihi animo polliceris, verum ego numquam deficiam ab his studiis, 
te praesertim docente, a quo totam fortasse logicae Aristotelis, si vita suppetet, 
capiam disciplinam. ... Et ego: Faciam, inquam, libentissime. 1 

I think it quite justified to date the first edition on Porphyry’s Isagoge 
about £04.-505. It seems to have been his firstling on logic 2 . Compare 
his expositions on the introductory character - acknowledged generally - 
of Porphyry’s Isagoge in In hag. 1, ii 10 -i^ 9 especially the conclusion: 

In Isag. 1, i4 l8 -i $*: Sic igitur cum ante apodicticam dialecticamque rem syllogistica 
praelegatur, ante syllogisticam in propositionibus primus labor sit, ante propo- 
sitiones in categoriis pauca desudent, ante categorias quae generibus, speciebus, 
differentiis, propriis accidentibusque censentur, ordo est de his ipsis rebus pauca 
praelibare. recte igitur et filo lineae quodam hie Porphyrii liber primus legentibus 
studiorum praegustator et quodammodo initiator occurrit. quodsi in hac re quod 
dictum est sat est, rem etiam de inscriptione confecimus. quo enim alio melius 
quam introductionis nomine nuncuparetur hie liber? est namque ad Categorias 
Aristotelis introitus et quaedam quasi ianua venientes admittet. 


3 - The references in In Isag. 11, 1 54.* to the In hag. I. The date of the 

In Periherm. I 

There are three passages in the In hag. 11, where references are made to 
the prior edition: 155S ; i£4 2-8 ; 347 2 *-348 2 (quoted above, p. 127). It is 
the second which raises some difficulty. Boethius speaks here (i47 I 7ff.) 
about the well-known topic of utilitas libri. Our passage occurs in the 
section on the utilitas with regard to the dejinitionum adsignatio (153 7 - 
i£4 8 ). After a clear-cut but short exposition on the matter (i.e. the 
adsignatio dejinitionum ), Boethius says: 


1 In his edition Brandt gives the same interpretation (Proleg., p. xm). 

* Boethius' first work seems to be the De institution arithmetic a, named by the author in the dedi¬ 
cation to Symmachus (p. $ 22 ed. Friedlein) labores mei primitias. See for this passage Brandt, op. clt. 
l Sl~ l S4- The De institution musica followed shortly after the De institution arithmetical see Brandt 
ibid., p. 134. The Liber de geometria, if from Boethius’ hand, and a possible work on astronomy might 
have been written in the same time. As we have seen already (above, first issue, pp. 22-23) Boethius 
certainly wrote both books of the De syll. categ. (i.e. the first redaction of his work on categorical 
syllogism) before the second version of his Porphyry-commentary. This is an additional reason to 
date the In Isag. 1 at a certain distance from the In Isag. 11. 
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In Isag. n, i £4 2-8 : Sed si cui haec pressiora 1 quam expositions modus postulat vide- 
buntur, eum hoc scire convenit, nos, ut in prima editione dictum est, hanc expo- 
si tionem nostro reservasse iudicio, ut ad intellegentiam simplicem huius libri 
editio prima sufficiat, ad interiorem vero speculationem confirmatis paene iam 
scientia nec in singulis vocabulis rerum haerentibus haec posterior colloquatur. 

The difficulty lies in the fact that the phrase ut in prima editione dictum est, 
if referring to the first edition of the In Isag ., is not correct; the latter 
does not contain any exposition of this kind 2 . Brandt (op. tit., igo) holds 
the phrase to be either a mistake or some ornament intending to link 
up the second edition with the first*. But it must be noted that Brandt’s 
alternative is only a seeming one. For even if the phrase ‘ut in prima edi¬ 
tione dictum est ’ should be intended by Boethius - or by the later revisor of 
our archetype* - as an elegant stylistic means to link up the second 
edition with the first one, the author must have been in the belief that 
the prior editio really did contain the remark under discussion. Well, 
then, this assumption was not correct. 

Meanwhile, Brandt did not put the question of how the mistake 
could have come into existence. As a matter of fact this question seems 
to be not irrelevant to the chronology of Boethius’ works. 

Let us start with putting the alternative in this way: either Boethius 
was the author of the insertion, or a later revisor. It seems to be demand¬ 
ed by a sound philological method to assume the reliability of a reading 
given by all our manuscripts, unless this very assumption conflicts with 
many other data of these manuscripts. Therefore, for the moment, I 
proceed on the proposition that Boethius himself wrote the phrase. 
If so, then we have to assume that he believed to have given some 
exposition of the difference between the didactical aims of the first and 
the second edition of any commentary. This, however, could have been 
the case only if he really did something like that, be it in another of his 
works. As a matter of fact, we have such an exposition from Boethius’ 
hand. It is found in the first edition of his Peribermeneias-commentary, 
3 i 6 ff. ed. Meiser: 

1 = succinct , terse, obscure. The expression seems to be well-chosen: the exposition on the assignatio 
definitionum as found in the second edition (i£3 8 -i£4 2 = 22 lines) is no longer than that of the first 
edition (io 25 -i i 23 = 24 lines), but nevertheless deals with the matter in a more thorough way, 
saying more in fewer words. For the term l pressus\ cf. In Periherm. 11, 12 1 ~ 3 , ed. Meiser: ... stilus 
ipse (i.e. the style of the De Interpretation ) propter brevitatem pressior ab Aristotelis obscuritate non 
discrepat. 

2 In his edition Brandt remarks ad locum : ‘in prima editione nihil eiusmodi’. 

3 ‘Der Zusatz ... ist entweder ein Irrtum oder eine Ausschmtickung, durch die Boethius den 
zweiten Commentar in eine gewisse Verbindung mit dem ersten setzen will.* 

* See the first part of this study, above p. g. 
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In Periherm. i, 316-3 23 : Quocirca nos libri huius enodationem duplici commenta- 
tione supplevimus et quantum simplices quidem intellectus sententiarum oratio 
brevis obscuraque conplectitur, tantum hac huius operis tractatione digessimus: 
quod vero altius acumen considerationis exposcit, secundae series editionis expe- 
diet. 1 2 3 

If Boethius is the author of the insertion he must have had this passage 
from In Periherm. I in mind and, consequently, must have written and 
edited (dictum est z \) the latter work before the In Isag. 11, and a fortiori 
before the first commentary on the Categories. 

Is the latter assumption tenable? I think it is certainly not. For it is 
necessary to assume the priority of the In Categ. to the In Periherm. 1. 
Not only was the view generally accepted in Boethius’ days that the 
Categories should precede the De Interpretation, but also Boethius himself 
turns out to share this view. He explicitly states this in the introductory 
chapter of the In Categ.: 

In Categ., 161 B7-13 : ... ad logicam tendentibus primus hie liber legendus occur- 
rit, idcirco quod cum omnis logica syllogismorum ratione sit constituta, syllogismi 
vero propositionibus iungantur, propositiones vero sermonibus constent, prima est 
utilitas quid quisque sermo significet, propriae scientiae diffinitione cognoscere .3 

Therefore we must conclude a primo that Boethius did not write the 
insertion in In Isag. II, i£4 4 : ut in prima editione dictum est, unless we 
assume that he inserted this note later on in his own copy of his works. 
If this would have been the case, the whole system of the cross-refe¬ 
rences might prove senseless as to our chronological investigations. 
Fortunately this disastrous conclusion, though being sound from the 
methodological point of view, is not yet stringent at all. For, generally 
speaking, the system of the cross-references does not conflict with our 
other data, viz. the doctrinal and terminological development in Boe- 


1 Cf. ibid., 22s 13 - 16 : Haec autem quantum brevitas expositions permittebat expressimus. Quid 
autem altior huius libri tractatus edoceat, secundae editionis series explicabit. 

2 If Boethius was only occupied with his commentary on the Perihermeneias and had not yet published 
it, he would have written: dicetur or dicemus. 

3 Brandt points (op. cit ., 148) also to In Categ. 2£2 B8ff. and 289 C9ff. These passages, however, 
only show the didactical priority of the Categories to Aristotle’s Metaphysics and Physics. For this 
priority, see also the continuation of the text quoted: In Categ. 161 B13-C8: Haec quoque nobis de 
decern praedicamentis inspectio, et in physica Aristotelis doctrina, et in moralis philosophiae 
cognitione perutilis est, quod per singula currentibus magis liquebit. Quocirca de ordine quoque 
libri huius eadem ratio est. Nam quoniam res simplices compositis natura priores sunt, (quae enim 
composita sunt, ex simplicibus componuntur), hie quoniam de simplicibus vocibus res significantibus 
disputatur secundum ipsius simplicitatis principalem naturam, primus hie Aristotelis liber in- 

choantibus addiscitur (quoted from the Brussels ms, f. 8 vb ). 



thiiis’ works on logic 1 . If a later redactor should have made all the cross- 
references in Boethius’ works, he must have been either a gambler of 
genius or a man who was well informed on the chronological order of 
Boethius’ writings on logic. We may safely assume, I think, that, general¬ 
ly speaking, the references were made by Boethius himself - be it re¬ 
ferring to his own works or taken over from his sources 2 -, unless we 
meet with some reference which could be no means be explained but as 
an interpolation. I feel inclined to say that this exceptional case must be 
accepted now and I propose to delete the phrase ut in prima editione dictum 
est as an interpolation by the revisor of our archetype^, or some other 
early interpolator. 

Finally it must be noted that even when assuming that the insertion 
ut in prima editione dictum est is from Boethius’ hand, we have no single 
reason to put - with Brandt* — the In Isag. i shortly before the In Isag. n, 
the phrase still being a reference in the second edition to the first, not 
the reverse. 


4 - The secundae editiones as an intentional didactic process 

There remains the important question, whether Boethius ever wrote a 
secunda editio of his commentary on the Categories. Let us put the question 
in a somewhat broader connection: how did Boethius think of the 
importance of some simple and clear-cut introduction for the use of 
tyroes besides a more thorough exposition for the more advanced 
readers ? 

As we have seen already (above, pp. i2 7ff.), Boethius, when writing 
his first commentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge, did not yet think, then, of a 
second, more thorough, exposition on the matter concerned. It would 
appear form the initial words of the In Categ. that when composing the 
introduction of his commentary on the Categories , the author did not 
yet intend either to make a second edition of his commentary on the 
Categories , though he was already occupied with the second edition of the 
In hag. The initial words of the In Categ ., in fact, do not refer to such a 
plan: 


* See above, (preceding issue), pp. 4-5; also below, p. 158. 

* See above, (preceding issue), pp. $; 24; 2 g ; 29. 

3 See ibid., p. s- 

4 Entstehungszeit , pp. 150-152. In his edition, Proleg., p. xxix he still adheres to his former opinion, 
only, it seems, on the ground of the priority of the mathematical works to the In. Isag. 1. But 
Brandt supposes that Boethius started with them c. 500 (see Proleg., p. xxix) and completed this 
group nearly at a stretch (‘fast in einem Zuge\ Entstehungszeit, p. 1*4; 234-236). 
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In Categ ., 159 A1-8: Expeditis his quae ad Predicamenta Aristotelis Porphirii in- 
stitutione digesta sunt, hos quoque commentaries in Predicamenta prescribens 
mediocris stili seriem persecutus (vel: prosecutus 1 alia manus) nihil de altiorum 
questionum tractatione permiscui. Sed dilucidanci moderatione servata nec angere 
lectorem brevitate volui nec dilatatione confundere. Quare prius huius operis 
breviter aperienda videtur intentio (f. 8 va ). 

But a few lines further on the author seems to refer to some plan of his 
to compose a more elaborate version of his commentary on the Categories: 

In Categ. 160 A1-B8 (quoted from the Brussels ms, f. 8 vb ): Est igitur huius operis 
intentio de vocibus res significantibus in eo quod significantes sunt, pertractare. 
Haec quidem est tempori introductionis et simplicis expositions apta sentencia. 
Quam nos nunc Porphirium sequentes, quod videbatur expeditior esse planior- 
que, digessimus. Est vero in mente de tribus olim questionibus disputare. Quarum 
una est quid Predicamentorum velit intentio. Ibique numeratis diversorum sententiis 
docebimus cui nostrum quoque accedat arbitrium. Quod nemo huic inpresentia- 
rum sentenciae repugnare miretur, cum videat quanto ilia sit altior Porphirii 2 ; 
cuius 3 (corr. ex cum) nonnimium ingredientium mentes capaces esse potuissent, 
ad quos mediocriter inbuendos ista conscripsimus. Affitiendi (corr. ex effigiendi) 
ergo et quodammodo disponendi mediocri expositione sunt ipsi quos in discipline 
huius foribus ad hanc scientiam paramus admittere. Hanc igitur causam mutate 
(f. 9 ra ) sentenciae utriusque operis lector agnoscat quod illic ad scientiam pi- 
thagoricam perfectamque doctrinam, hie ad simplices introducendorum motus 
expositionis sit accommodata sentencia. 

I think, however, that the view commonly held* that Boethius is re¬ 
ferring here to some second edition of his commentary on the Categories 
is not wholly justified. It must be borne in mind that Bidez (op. cit., p. 
193), Courcelle (op. cit., p. 274, n. 1) and Hadot (op. cit. y p. 24, n. gy) 
turn out to base themselves on the interpolated text printed in Migne 
(after the Basel-edition), where an alius commentarius is explicitly spoken 
of: ‘est vero in mente de intentione, utilitate et ordine tribus quaestio- 
nibus disputare videlicet in alio commentario quern componere proposui 
de eisdem categoriis ad doctiores.’ (ed. Migne, 160 A6-9). It was 
already G. Schepps who pointed* to this interpolation in the Basel-edition 

1 Same reading in ms. Paris, b.n. Lot. 11.129, f. ioj y ; see Aristoteles Latinus , Codices, p. 114. 

2 to be read Porphyrio , to be explained as the so-called comparatio compendiaria: Porphyrio = sen- 
tentia Porphyrii. 

3 sc. sententiae. 

4 See J. Bidez, Bo&ce et Porphyre , in Revue beige de philologie et d’histoire 2 (1923), pp. 192 ff.; 
P. Courcelle, Les lettres grecques en Occident de Macrobe a Cassiodore Paris 2 i948, p. 274; P. Hadot, Un 
fragment du commentaire perdu de Boice sur les Categories d'Aristote dans le codex Bernensis 363 in Archives 
d’histoire doct. et litt. du moyen Sge 34 (1959), pp. 23-24. 

5 Blatter fur die bayer. Gymnasialschulwesen 33 (1897), p. 2^2, quoted by Brandt, op. cit., p. 27$ 
Nachtrag. 
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(and in Migne): the text as found in the Basel-edition and Migne does 
not occur in any manuscript known to Schepps 1 nor in the Editio princeps 
(Venice 1491) and in the Venice-edition of 1499 2 . Bidez took (op. cit., 
p. 192) the interpolation to be a later addition by Boethius himself. 
But it seems to be anything but that 3 . Moreover, even if Boethius should 
have added these words, the same question remains, whether the genu¬ 
ine (c.q. original) text should refer to some editio secunda of the commen¬ 
tary on the Categories . I think it does certainly not. In fact, our passage 
only refers to some broader exposition of the three famous old (olim) 
questions, the first of which concerned the intentio of the Liber Praedica - 
mentor um. 

One might ask, now, what should have been the other two questions 
Boethius speaks of. The interpolation mentions utilitas and ordo. But we 
must ask whether these didascalia* form with the intentio the usual trio. 
The proemium of the In Isag . I gives (4 I7 4 5 6 -£ 10 ) six items: intentio , utilitas, 
ordo, an germanus propriusque liber, inscriptio, ad quam partem philosophiae. 
The same items return in the proemium of the In Categ ., be it in a some¬ 
what different order: intentio, utilitas, ordo, ad quam partem philosophiae, 
Aristotelis liber, inscriptio . The In Isag . n, however, has only three: intentio, 
inscriptio , utilitas. These three items are contained in the well-known 
Porphyrian trios. 

Now, the Greek Commentators of Aristotle frequently speak of the 
controversy about the intention of the Categories. For instance, see 
Simplicius In Categ. 9 s ff. 6 . He summarizes his expositions twice: 

1130-34 • §>jXov oSv lx tuv etpTqpivcov, 6 ti ofrre 7repl cpcovcov <]nX&v ofrre 7rspl ocutcov 
T 6>v tfvxtov ft 8vtoc la tIv outs Tcspl tcov vot](xcxt6)v jx6vc»)v ol £v8pe<; o5toi t&v 
axo7rbv dc<popt£ovToci, aXXa 7tepl <pcov&v piv areXcov xat Xl^ecov, 8 i6ti XoyiXYj<; laTt 
7upaYpt.aTeCa<; 7rpoolpuov, xa06 8k a7)[iavTixal tcov 6vtcov elal t&v TupcoTcov xal 
a7cXcov. 


1 nor in the mss I know of the In Categ. 

2 For these editions, see G. F. Pagallo (article quoted below, p. 145, n. 3), p. 74. 

3 The term ‘ categoric * instead of * predicamentum*, is rather suspicious (cf. P. Hadot (article quoted 
above, p. 133, n. 4), p. 24, n. 62); the stumbling and careless Latinity (... de intentione, utilitate 
et ordine tribus quaestionibus disputare) is not worthy of ‘the last Roman*. No doubt the addition 
originated as a marginal gloss reading proposuit. For another reason to reject the phrase as coming 
from Boethius, see below, pp. 137-138.. 

4 For this term see Boethius, In Isag. 1, 4 14 ; they are the traditional items (called also TOC xecpdcXocioc) 
dealt with in the prooemia of philosophical (and rhetorical) works. 

5 For the development of the items in various Ancient treatises, see E. A. Quain, The Mediaeval 
Accessus ad auctores in Traditio 3 (1945), pp. 243-2^6. 

6 ed. Kalbfleisch in Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca vm. 
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The second passage informs us that many of the ancient commentators 
held the same view: both Alexanders (i.e. Alex, of Aphrodisias and 
Alex. Aigaios), Herminus, Boethius, Porphyry, Jamblichus and Syrianus: 

13* 1 " 18 : g<rav o5v lx t&v elpyjplvov SyjXov, 6 ti I<jtIv plv 6 <jxo 7 t 8 s olxeios rfi 
Xoyixfj TupaypaTelqt Trepl tcov aTCX&v xal 7 rpcoTcov xal yevLx&v cpcovwv, xa08 
CT 7 ) pavxixal to> v Svtcov elalv, auv 8 i 8 aaxeTai 81 ndvroq xal r<k arjpaivdpeva bn* 
auTwv 7rp<£ypaTa xal Ta voifjpaTa, xa08 cnqpalveTai r<k 7TpdcYpaxa U7r6 tg>v <po>vo>v. 
xal TauTa xal toT<; ’AXe£av 8 pOL<; xal *Epplvcp xal Boif)0(p xal IIopcpuplcp 8 oxei 
xal 6 0 eto? ’IdcjxpXtxo^ l7rt^TQ9^et xal Eupiav 8 <; oa<pY)vl^et xal ol ^plTepot, 8 t 8 <£axa- 
Xoi <£7ro8!x ovTat - 

No doubt, however, this is the sententia apta tempori introductionis et sim - 
plicis expositionis (In Categ . 160 A3-4); it has been worded by Boethius as 
follows: 

In Categ., 160 B 9 - 12 : ... sitque in praesens Praedicamentorum intentio, quae su- 
perius est comprehensa, idest: de primis vocibus signijicantibus prima rerum genera, in 
eo quod signijicantes sunt, disputare. 1 

What, now, is the other opinion Boethius refers to and who was the 
author? Courcelle (op. cit., p. 274) suggests that it is Ammonius, In 
Categ ., 8 20 -9 17 . As a matter of fact Ammonius here speaks of the contro¬ 
versy between the Old Commentators (912-16) and, then, gives his own 
view (9 i7_i8 ): 

In Arist. Categ., 9 1218 ed. Busse 2 : xal xauTa plv Ixacrrot XlyovTe^ 8oxo0ai 
8 ia<pcoveTv, to> 6 vti SI 7 uavTe<; dlX 7 ) 0 euouatv, el xal ou TeXelox; &XX' lx plpoix;’ 
&ai rep et tiq 8 pi£ 6 pevo<; tIv < 3 cv 0 pa> 7 rov Xl^yj 6 tl < 5 tv 0 pco 7 r 6 ? !<ra ^tpov, <5cXXo<; 81 xiq 
X!£fl 8 ti Xoyixlv p 6 vov dlpxei, xai <5tXXo<; rud&iv 8 x 1 0vtjt6v, ol Tpets iXY)0euouaiv, 
iXX* 00 TlXetov 2xaoTo<; el 7 rev 8 pov. 

"Ecmv o 5 v axo7ul<; lvTao 0 a t(5 91X00690) 8 iaXa( 3 eiv Tuepl 9tovcov oTjpat- 
vouawv 7 tp<&ypaTa 8ta placov voTjpdhrcov. 

The solution does not have the appearance of much profundity, indeed, 
but the explanation following it might be taken as ‘only for the more 
advanced’; it is found p. 9 i8 -io i 4. 

Now, generally speaking, Courcelle’s thesis of Boethius borrowing 
his comments from Ammonius (op. cit., pp. 267-278) has been proved to 
have been advanced without sufficient groundsa. For this special case, 

1 Cf. ibid., 161 A12-15. 

2 Comm, in Arist. Graeca iv, 4. 

3 See J. Shiel, Boethius* commentaries on Aristotle, Mediaeval and Renaissance Studies, pp. 226-227; 
244. See also L. M. de Rijk, Logica Modernorum 1, On the twelfth century theories of fallacy, pp. 30-39. 
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Courcelle’s suggestion is not supported by the sources either. First, 
this scholar has apparently overlooked the important fact that Ammonius 
never has the three famous items (tres olim quaestiones ), but always six or 
seven. Second, how are we to explain Boethius* allusion to scientia 
pythagorica , if Ammonius should be the inventor of the altior sentential 
Third, Ammonius has certainly not been the inventor of what he propounds 
as his own solution. It appears to be somewhat older and to have been 
advanced with an appearance of originality at a much earlier date. 

Let me explain. Simplicius opens his commentary on Aristotle’s 
Categories with an ample description and discussion of the general 
problems related to the first book of the Organon. Many of the Greek 
commentators dealt with them; some of them only with the general 
a7uop[at such as Lycios and Nicostratos (Simplicius, op. tit., p. i l8 ff.). 
Our question (ax on6<;) is dealt with in 9 s -i 3 26 ; see above, p. 134. As we 
have already seen (p. 13^), most of the Greek commentators agree 
with the opinion set forth by Boethius (In Categ., 160 A^-6) as the sen - 
tentia expeditior planiorque: 

Simplicius, In Arist. Categ., p. IS 1 *-!*; xal tocutoc xal toic 'AXe£av8poic xal 
*Ep(xlvc«> xal Bot) 0(|> xal nop<pupl<p Soxei xal 6 0eioc 'I<fc[i.pXtxoc £711^7)9l£ei xal 
Eopiav&c aa97)vl£ei xal ol Tepoi 8t8cfcaxaXoi &no8ixovrca. 

Now the words xal 6 &s£oc TapipXixoc l7U^Y)<pl£ei when compared with 
the parallel passages in Olympiodore seem to be more significant than 
here appears at first sight. In his Prolegomena edited by Busse 1 Olympio¬ 
dore amply discusses the xe9<xXaia 2 ; the question of the axo 7 r 6 c is dealt 
with on pp. 18 23 -2 2 2 . There were three main opinions on it, all of them 
supported by texts from Aristotle: 

Prolegomena, p. 18 29-32 : ... -^ IXeyev 7repl 9<ova)v (jl6vcov 8iaX£yea0ai t&v 
’A piaTOT&Y), etc 6 IIop9upioc, ^ 8 k nepl p6va>v 7rpaY|A<£Tc«>v, etc 9)v 6 

'Eptxivoc, i) 8k 7?cpl p6vci>v vo7)h<£tcov, etc 'AX££av8poc. xal SxaaToc toiStcdv 
( xipTupa Trjc otxetac 86^vjc vbv ’ApiaTOT^Xv) 7rpoe(3<£XXeTo. 

Then, Ammonius* conciliatory solution clearly appears to have come 
from Jamblichos: 

Prolegomena, pp. 19 36 -20 12 : 6 8k 0eioc ’Id^pXixoc, imyevdiievoQ (Saxepov, 97)01 
7rp6c auTO\I)C 8ti ptdtxea0e, <5cv0pG>7toi, [xaxVevor xal ykp xal iXrj0e\jeTe xal 
o6x dcX7)0eueTe * dX7)0cusi ytxp SxaaTOC ujxtov Xiyov toutov elvai t6v ax otc&v too 

1 Comm, in Arist. Graeca xii, i. 

2 For this term, see above, p. 134, n. 4. 
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'AptcrroT^Xoix;, ^euSeTai 6 ti toutov Xiyei xal (x6vov 7tepl (pcovtov p.6vG>s etpT)- 
xai ^ 7tepl vo 7 )[a<£tg)v jjl6vov ^ Tcepl npccyy.&.'cutv (jl6vov]. (Scrap et 7tou 6pt^6jxev6^ 
tk; t 6 v ( 5tv0pco7rov ef7toi ocut&v 7^ £$ov p.6vov eTvai ^ ‘koyiy.bv ^ Ovyjt^v p,6vov, 
dcXy)0euet piv, l7retS^ raura £<mv 6 <5cv0pco7ro<;, ^euSexai Sv 2xaaxov pdvov eTvai 
Xiycov t6v <£v0pa>7rov * outco xal 6 rcepl <pcov&v pdvov ^ 7tepl 7rpaY|zdrrc»>v ^ 7uepl 
voTqpdrrtov p6vov ot6pevo<; t6v ’ApiaxoT^XT) Xlyziv xaxop0oi xi xal ou xaxop0oT* 
xaxop0oT piv, kneiS^i pepix&S 7rcog ‘^4 ,aT0 T °u axoTtoo, ou xaxop0oi 8£, InziM] 
(i.7) xeXelcoc; t)Suvt) 07) <£7ro8ouvai x6v <jxott&v too auyYP^M-^^ 0 ? * Scftiv o$v t$ tfvxi 6 
<txo7t&<; tou ’Api<jTox£Xoo<; ouxe rcepl 90VCov p6vov ouxe rcepl vo7)p<£xcov p6vov ouxe 
7tepl TTpaYM-^ov p6vov, dXXa rcepl x&v xpi&v <2pa, qjcov&v, voy)p<£tcov, 7tpaYP<£Tcov * 
ou8& y*P Suvaxbv rcepl £v6<; 8iaXex07)vai <£veu xcov Xoitccov. 

The pictural introduction of the divine Jamblichos guarantees Jambli¬ 
chos ’ authorship of this solution. After the passage quoted an ample 
explanation of this solution is found on pp. 2o I3 -2 2 2 , followed by the 
discussion of the other items: ypTjcrifxov (22 3 ~ 12 ), ernypoctpY) (22 13-37 ), 
YVYjcrtov (2 2 38 -24^°), 7) xa^ic; tt)<; avayvaKiea)^ (24 2I -2£*), and y] zi<; t<x 
[ i6pia Statp zgic, (2^ 5-23 ). 

Now it must be noted that this order does not agree with the order 
announced on p. i8 l8_20 (= i2 19-21 ): <txo7t 6<;, ypsla, tA&S t 9)<; avaYveo- 
gegx;, e7riYpa<pY), auYYpotfpeix;, Siaoxeinr). The item eniypoccpri has been 
anticipated by Olympiodore. Why? The answer must be: since Olympio- 
dore found it in his source as contained in an original trio (<jxo7t 6<;, ypeta, 
e7UYpa<py)). The conclusion is obvious: this must have been the trio as 
dealt with by the older commentators, i.c. Jamblichos. The ample 
explanation of the Jamblichean solution (pp. 2o I3 -2 2 2 ) proves to have 
originated also from Jamblichos 1 . 

Thus we see that the altior sententia Boethius speaks of (In Categ ., 
160 A14) came from Jamblichos 2 3 . It contained the three items (tres olim 
quaestiones ): intentio , utilitas , and inscription exactly the same ones as are 
found in the In Isag. 11 3 . This is an additional reason to reject the inter¬ 
polation as certainly not being from Boethius’ hand, since it mentions 


1 Philoponus deals (In Arist. Categ., pp. 8 27 -i 2 11 ) with our question in the same verbose way. For 
the Jamblichean solution, see p. 9 u ff. As a matter of fact Philoponus distributes the three opinions 
to the old Commentators in a somewhat different way. For Elias the same holds good, see In Arist. 
Categ., pp. 1297-132+. 

2 As to the question of whether logic is part of philosophy or only instrument of it, there was a 
similar controversy. In his second commentary on the Isagoge (p. i42 l6 ff.) Boethius gives a similar 
conciliatory solution: ‘Hanc litem vero tali ratione discemimus. Nihil quippe dicimus impedire, 
ut eadem logica partis vice simul instrumentique fungatur officio’. It seems to be obvious that this, 
too, comes from Jamblichos. 

3 That there utilitas is dealt with in the third place, seems to be caused by the fact that it could be 
discussed in the best way on the first lemma of the Isagoge: Cum sit necessarium. (for necessarium = 
utile, see Boethius, In Isag. 11, i49 I0 ff.). 
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ordo as forming with intentio and utilitas the old trio (i ties olim quaestiones ), 
not inscriptio 9 as we might have expected. Finally, we are able to explain, 
now, why Boethius speaks of a sententia accommodata ad scientiam pythagori - 
cam perfectamque doctrinam (In Categ. y 160 B6-8). 


To sun up the results hitherto reached: in his proemium to the 
In Isag . Boethius does not announce a second edition of his commentary; 
the only thing he announces is a broader exposition on the three famous 
items: intentio , utilitas , and inscriptio. The very fact that Boethius omits 
any exact reference to some second edition here, just as in 1^9 A1-7, 
proves that when writing his prooemium he did not yet intend to make a 
second edition and a fortiori that he did not yet have any intentional 
didactic purpose always to write a more thorough second edition after 
the more simple editio prior 1 . The second edition of the In Isag . apparently 
was nothing but an incidental case, caused, no doubt, by the fact that 
Boethius did not feel very happy with Victorinus’ translation and para¬ 
phrases 1 2 3 * * . It seems to be quite natural that de facto this second edition 
should be more thorough than the preceding one*. 

The first time Boethius explicitly speaks of the composition of two 
editions as of an intentional didactic process, is in his first (sic!) commen¬ 
tary on the De Interpretation, p. 3 i 6 ff.,^quoted above, p. 131. The same 
opposition of simplex intellects and altius acumen frequently returns in the 
second edition of his Perihermeneias-commentdiry , be it in somewhat 
different wordings: 


In Periherm. 11, i 86 2 _ 9 : Quare recte mihi consilium fuit subtilissimas Aristotelis 
sententias gemino ordine commentationis aperire. nam quod prior tenet editio, 
ingredientibus ad haec altiora et subtiliora quandam quodammodo faciliorem 
semitam parat; quod autem secunda editio in patefaciendis subtilibus sententiis 
elaborat, hoc studio doctrinaque provectis legendum discendumque proponitur. 


1 Certainly Boethius was not far, then, from conceiving the plan of composing some second edition. 
But this very step had not yet been taken so far by the author. It must strike the unprejudiced reader 
that Boethius does not speak at all of any second edition, although he explicitly speaks of the 
mediocris stilus (i$9 A3-4) and simplex expositio (160 A4) on behalf of the ingredientes. 

2 This already happened, in fact, during the composition of the first edition; see In Isag. 1, 3£ 4-6 ; 
6 4 8 ff.; 94 n - I2 ; 9 * I4 ff. 

3 Shiel’s view (op. cit. pp. 242-243) needs some correction, I think. Boethius expressly postponed 

some difficult notes from the Greek scholia to a planned second edition as late as composing his 

first commentary on the De Interpretation. 
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Ibid., 2 $o 20 - 2 £i 4 : Est quidem huins libri ... obscura orationisseries obscurissimis 
adiecta sententiis atque ideo non hunc magnis expedissem voluminibus, nisi etiam 
nihil labori concedens quam pote planissime quod in prima editione alititudinis 
et subtilitatis omiseram secunda commentatione conplerem. 

Ibid., 294s -8 : Nos autem brevissime hunc locum in prima editione praeteriimus, 
sed quod illic pro intellectus simplicitate breviter posuimus, hie omni latitudine 
totam sententiae vim et prolixitatem digessimus. 1 

Moreover, three passages may be quoted from the first commentary, 
where Boethius already refers in advance to his second edition: 

In Periherm. 1, 3 6 18-21 : quemadmodum autem adfirmatio et negatio species enun- 
tiationis sint et haec earum genus, secunda editione monstrandum est. 

Ibid., 7423-24 : nobis autem hoc in secunda editione monstrandum est. 

Ibid., 82 8-10 : quae vero sunt ilia, dicenda a me secundae editionis textus exspectet. 

From all this two conclusions may be drawn: (1) the In Categ. appears to 
have been written before the In Periherm. 1, which is also quite natural 
from the doctrinal (and didactical) point of view. See above, p. 131. 
(2) Since Boethius wrote his introductory chapter of the In Categ. after 
the completion of the commentary proper and this introduction does not 
speak at all of the composition of any second edition as of an intentional 
didactic process, we may safely assume, I think, that this idea needed 
some time to grow in Boethius’ mind, so that we have good reason to put 
it at some distance from the In Categ. No doubt, the extremely difficult 
doctrines of the Perihermeneias - the book which generally was said 1 2 3 that 
when writing it Aristotle ‘dipped his pen in his mind’ - caused Boethius 
to devote several works of unequal thoroughness on the matters involved 
in Aristotle’s De Interpretation: a first commentary (In Periherm. 1), a 
second more elaborate version of it (In Periherm. n) and a breviary 
probably never completed 3 . That Boethius, too, was convinced of the 
extreme difficulties of the De Interpretatione appears from a passage in the 
In Periherm. 11: 

1 Compare also In Periherm. 11, 42 i I0 -42 2 4 . There is another passage in the second edition where 
Boethius refers to his first edition: 479 s ~ 9 : ‘Licet haec omnia in primae editionis secundo commen- 
tario diligentissime explicuerimus, ne tamen curta expositio huius libri esse videatur, hie quoque 
eadem repetentes explicabimus.’ Here, however, Boethius has been compelled by the scanty 
Greek material to do nothing but recapitulate the same points. Cf. J. Shiel, op. cit. y p. 233. 

2 See Suidas, s.v. ’ApiOTOT^XTQ^; Cassiodorus, Instit. 11, 114 19 - 22 ; liber Perihermenias , suptilissimus 
nimis et per varias formas iterationesque cautissimus, de quo dictum est: ‘Aristoteles, quando 
Perihermenias scriptitabat, calamum in mente tingebat’; = Isidore, Etymol. 11 27, 1. 

3 For this breviarium , see In Periherm. 11, 251 8 , and above (first issue), pp. 37-38. 
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In Periherm. 11, 4 10-1 *: ... quamquam multa sint Aristotelis, quae subdlissima phi- 
losophiae arte celata sint, hie tamen ante omnia liber nimis et acumine sententia- 
rum et verborum brevitate constrictus est. quocirca plus hie quam in decern prae- 
dicamentis expositione sudabitur. 


£ - Did Boethius write a secunda editio of the In Categ. ? 

Let us return, now, to our first question 1 : whether Boethius ever wrote 
a second edition of his commentary on the Categories. 

The fact that Boethius does not speak about any second edition in his 
prooemium of the In Categ., does not prove at all that a second redaction 
should never have been written. Moreover, it must be borne in mind 
that in the first redaction of the In Isag. such mention is not found either. 
Whether or not a second edition of the In Categ. ever was written by 
Boethius is a question apart from whether or not it might have been 
announced in the first edition. This much seems to be certain from our 
investigation until now, that if any second edition of the In Categ. was 
ever edited, it was after the In Periherm. 1. 

But we may go one step further, I think. In the In Categ. preserved 
completely in our manuscripts (= ? editio prima) Boethius gives (160 
A1-B12; 161 A12-15) as the simplex expositio about the intention of 
Aristotle’s Categories that Aristotle intends to deal with vocibus res signifi - 
cantibus in eo quod signijicantes sunt. We have already seen 2 that the altior 
sententia Boethius says to adhere to (160 An-12), is likely to have 
originated from Jamblichos. The latter taught that Aristotle intended to 
speak in his Categoriae nepi t&v Tpi&v Spa, cp&vcov, voTjpaTCov, TtpaypaTtov 3 . 

Well, then, in his second Perihermeneias-commentairy Boethius deals 
with the intention of the Perihermeneias in contra-distinction with that 
of the Liber Praedicamentorum (In Periherm. II, 7 I2 -8 28 ). There he describes 
the latter’s intention in a way very similar to that of the Jamblichean 
altior sententia: 

In Periherm . 11, 7*5-27 ; Praedicamentorum vero haec intentio est: de significativis 
rerum vocibus in tantum quantum eas medius animi significet intellectus. 

Ibid., 7 3I -8?: Quare erit libri huius (= De Interpretation) intentio de significativis 
vocibus in tantum quantum conceptiones animi intellectusque significent. de 
decern praedicamentis autem libri intentio in eius commentario dicta est, quoniam 
sit de significativis rerum vocibus, quot partibus distribui possit earum significa- 
tio in tantum, quantum per sensuum atque intellectuum medietatem res subiectas 
intellectibus voces ipsae valeant designare. 

1 See above, p. 132. 2 above, pp. 135-138. 3 See above, p. 137. 
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Ibid., 8 20 ” 28 : Praedicamentorum vero in hoc ratio constituta est, in quo hae duae 
partes interpretationis res intellectibus subiectas designent. nam quoniam decern 
res omnino in omni natura reperiuntur, decern quoque intellectus erunt, quos 
intellectus quoniam verba nominaque significant, decern omnino erunt praedica- 
menta, quae verbis atque nominibus designentur, duo vero quaedam, id est nomen 
et verbum, quae ipsos significent intellectus. 

Thus we see that the Liber Praedicamentorum deals with voces , intellectus 
and res. The reference, however, to some commentarius (8 1-2 ) is certainly 
not to our In Categ. since nothing of this kind is found in it. But Boethius 
does not refer to some second edition either: the phrase is too vague 
for it: de decern praedicamentis autem libri intentio in eius commentario 
dicta est ... etc. The reference must have been found by Boethius in his 
Greek notes 1 . This is supported by the passage following immediately 
( 87 ff.), where the author speaks of Aristotle’s Poetica , which reference 
can only have been borrowed from some Greek source 2 3 4 . 

The conclusion may be drawn from this that, as late as when com¬ 
posing his second commentary on Perihermeneias , Boethius had not yet 
written (nor conceived?) a second edition of his In Categ. 

That Boethius actually wrote a second edition of the In Categ . seems 
to be supported by the subscriptions of some of our manuscripts naming 
our In Categ. editio prima 3 . Mr. Pierre Hadot thinks to have discovered 
some fragment of Boethius’ second edition in a Bern manuscript*. The 
fragment is so small (containing only the comments on Categ. ia 1-2) 
that it precludes any certainty. The only thing we can say is that it is not 
impossible that Boethius really wrote some In Categ. 11 and that the 
fragment discovered by Hadot formed part of it. Hadot seems to have 
placed it with good arguments into the general framework of Boethius’ 
way of composing the comments. 


6 - References in or related to the In Isag. 1 and 11, In Categ. and In 

Periherm. 1 and II 

Most of them have already been dealt with above, pp. 125-1 33. The 
results are as clear as obvious from the doctrinal and didactical 


1 Cf. above, pp. 37 and 13$. 

2 Cf. Ammonius, In Arist . De Interpr. Comm., p. i3*ff. ed. Busse (Comm, in Arist. graeca iv, 5). 

3 E.g. Paris, B.N.Lat . 28^8 (s. xi-xii); Florence, Laur. S. Marci 114 (s. xi-xii); Venice, S.Marco 
Z.L. 272 (s. xii); Copenhagen (s. x) 168 Fol. 

4 P. Hadot (article quoted above, p. 133, n. 4), pp. 11-27. See also Aristoteles Latinus, Codices. 
Supplementa altera, Bruges-Paris 1961, p. 120 and pp. 19 and 2$. 



viewpoints: their chronological order is: In Isag. i; In Isag. ii; In Categ .; 
In Periherm. I ; In Periherm. II. 

In the preceding issue (above, pp. 23-25) we have already spoken 
about five references concerning the interrelation of the De syll. categ. 
and the Introductio on the one hand, and the Periherm. 1 and 11 on the other. 
The only result of our examinations was to state the priority of the Peri¬ 
herm. 1 to the Introductio (see above, p. 25) and of the De syll. categ. 1 to 
the Periherm. 11 (above, p. 26). 

There is a reference in the De syll. hyp. (841 C5-10; discussed in 
Section E, below, p. 148), from which we may conclude the priority 
of the In Periherm. 11 to the De syll. hyp. 

The references concerning the De Divisione have been dealt with 
above, pp. 47-49. The only result we could draw from them is that the 
In hag. 1 has been written before the De Divisione (see above, p. 49). 

The In hag. 11 is referred to in the fourth book of the In Cic. Top. 
(1114 Bn-15, dealt with below, p. 152). From this the former’s 
priority becomes clear. 

There is a reference in De top. diff. 1, 1176 A7-9 to the Perihermeneias- 
commentaries in general. It will be discussed below, p. 153. 


7 - Theodoric 9 s letter to Boethius 

We have a letter from Theodoric to Boethius (Ep. 46), written and 
handed over by the former’s secretary Cassiodore in his Variae. In this 
letter Theodoric asks Boethius for a horologium 1 for the use of King 
Gundbald (whose successor Sigismund married Theodoric’s daughter). 
Theodoric is profuse in his praises of Boethius’s learning: 


Cassiodore, Variae 1 45, 3-4 ed. Mommsen (M.G.H., A.A. xn), p. 40s* 1 *: Hoc 
te multa eruditione saginatum ita nosse didicimus, ut artes quas exercent vulgariter 
nescientes, in ipso disciplinarian fonte potaveris. Sic enim Atheniensium scholas 
longe positas introisti, sic palliatorum choris miscuisti togam, ut Graecorum dog¬ 
mata doctrinam feceris esse Romanam. Didicisti enim qua profunditate cum suis 
partibus speculativa cogitetur, qua ratione activa cum sua divisione discatur: de- 
ducens ad Romuleos senatores quicquid Cecropidae mundo fecerant singulare. 
Translationibus enim tuis Pythagoras musicus, Ptolemaeus astronomus leguntur 
Itali; Nicomachus arithmeticus, geometricus Euclides audiuntur Ausonii; Plato 
theologus, Aristoteles logicus Quirinali voce disceptant; mechanicum etiam 

1 Burgundionum itaque dominus a nobis magnopere postulavit, ut horologium quod aquis sub 
modulo fluentibus temperatur et quod solis immensi comprehensa illuminatione distinguitur, cum 
magistrisrerum eitransmitteredeberemus. (Cassiodorus, Variae , ed. Mommsen, 1,45 (M.G.H., A.A. 
xii), pp. 39 3, - 4 ° a ). 
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Archimedem Latialem Siculis reddidisti. Et quascumque disciplinas vel artes 
facunda Graecia per singulos viros edidit, te uno auctore patrio sermone Roma 
suscepit. Quos tanta verborum luculentia reddidisti claros, tanta linguae pro- 
prietate conspicuos, ut potuissent et illi opus tuum praeferre, si utrumque 
didicissent. 

Mommsen held it to be uncertain whether this letter was written before 
£07 or between £ii-£i6 ! . Brandt, however, thinks (< op.cit ., 147 and 
237) it necessary to date it not before 1, since the phrase Aristoteles 
logicus supposes the publication of at least the In Categ. But this argument 
is not wholly stringent. The publication of the In Isag. 11, too, would have 
made it possible to speak of Aristoteles logicus. For (1) one would hardly 
expect, indeed, that Theodoric should have written Porphyrius logicus 
and (2) the very phrase Plato theologus , Aristoteles logicus Quirinali voce 
disceptant must be taken as a whole and cannot be explained in a satis¬ 
factory way referring to Boethius 1 commentary on the Categories. We 
might explain it, indeed, by pointing to the second Isagoge-commentery, 
where Boethius deals sometimes with Plato’s doctrines; e.g. i67 I2 ff.; 
i84 2I ff.; 2o9 2 3 ff,; 2£7 8 ff.; 2£9 20 ff. If this surmise be right, the reference 
might be to the In Isag. 11, and the letter should be dated between c. £09 
(edition of the In Isag. 11) and $16 (Gundobald’s death). 

But serious doubts might be raised whether Boethius’ expositions 
in the In Isag. 11 can explain sufficiently the phrase Plato theologus (= 
Plato metaphysicus ), Aristoteles logicus Quirinali voce disceptant. I think there 
is only one single place in Boethius’ works which might be considered 
here. It is the famous initial passage of the second book of the In Periherm. 
11, where Boethius sets out his audacious plan, (whether original or taken 
over from any Greek source 2 ), to translate Plato and Aristotle and to 
show their agreement in most of the great problems of philosophy*. 

Two conclusions may be drawn. (1) Theodoric’s letter must be 
dated after the Periherm. 11, i.e. not before £i£ 4 . (2) Since Gundobald 
died in 516, the In Periherm. 11 must be dated not after $i6. 


1 For these dates, see Brandt, op.cit ., pp. 146-147. 

2 See above, (first issue) p. 3. 

3 In Periherm. 11, 79 I -8o 9 . Cf. especially 80 1 ~ 6 : His peractis non equidem contempserim Aristotelis 
Platonisque sententias in unam quodammodo revocare concordiam eosque non ut plerique dissentire 
in omnibus, sed in plerisque et his in philosophia maximis consentire demonstrem. 

4 For this date, see below, p. 144. 
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8 - Sources of the In Isag. I and n, In Categ. y and In Periherm. I and II 

A few remarks about the sources of our treatises. G. Lehnert argued 1 
that Boethius must have used some rhetorical source for his commentaries 
on Aristotle’s De Interpretatione. He has been refuted convincingly by 
P. Courcelle 2 3 4 5 . The latter’s own thesis, however, of Boethius being 
dependent on Ammonius as well as on Porphyry, has broken down after 
the excellent study of J. Shiel, who has succesfully argued* that Boethius 
in composing his commentaries on the Organon did nothing but translate 
Greek notes which he found added to his text of Aristotle*. His thesis 
has been supported by some inquiry into details*. 

It obviously took a long time for Boethius to decipher all material: 
the author needed nearly two years for the laborious work on the 
Perihermeneias-material: 

In Periherm. II, 421 2-6 : Sextus hie liber longae commentationi terminum ponit, 
quae quodam magno labore constiterit ac temporis mora. nam et plurimorum 
sunt in unum coacervatae sententiae et duorum ferme annorum spatium continuo 
commentandi sudore consumpsimus. 6 7 

We may conclude from this that the In Periherm. 11 was completed not 
before 515. From Theodoric’s letter dealt with in the preceding section, 
we know that it was not edited after 516?. Consequently we may safely 
date the publication of the In Periherm. 11 about 51 5-516. 


9 - Conclusion 

To sum up our main results: 

a Boethius wrote the In Categ. c. £09-511. See above, p. 125. 
b He worked on his In Isag. n partly in the same time as he wrote the 
In Categ. y let us say c. 507-509. See above, pp. 1 25-127. 


1 Eine rhetorische Quelle fur Boetius’ Commentate zu Aristoteles Peri Hermeneias, in Philologus, Zeitschrift 
fur das classische Alterthum 59 (1900), pp. 574-5 77 • 

2 Les lettres grecques en Occident de Macrobe a Cassiodore Paris, *1948, p. 27 5. 

3 Boethius’ commentaries on Aristotle in Mediaeval and Renaissance Studies 4 (1958), pp. 217-244; 
Conclusion pp. 242-244. 

4 For the In Isag. 1 and 11, see Shiel op. cit., pp. 234-237; for the In Categ., pp. 218-227; for the In 
Periherm. iandll, pp. 228-234. 

5 L. M. de Rijk, Logica Modernorum 1 On the twelfth century theories offallacy, Assen 1962, pp. 31-39; 
The same. On the chronology of Boethius’ works on Logic I in vivarium 2 (1964), pp. 32-37; cf. also 
above, pp. 135-138. For some correction, see above, p. 138, n. 3. 

6 Cf. Shiel, op.cit., pp. 234 and 243; also above (first issue), pp. 43-44. 

7 See above, p. 143. 
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c When occupied with the first In Isag. he did not yet intend to write a 
more elaborate and thorough second edition. On the contrary, he 
intended to continue his instruction with commentaries on Aristotle’s 
own works. Because this firstling in the field of logic was immediately 
followed (see first issue, above, p. 22-23) by the rather laborious 
De syll. categ. before the In Isag. 11, I date the In hag. 1 about 504-^0^. 
See above, p. 129. 

d Boethius explicitly speaks of the composition of two editions as of an 
intentional didactic process only when working on his first commen¬ 
tary on the Perihermeneias. See above, pp. 132-140. Therefore the 7 n 
Periherm. 1 must be dated not immediately after the In Categ. , where 
such a plan is clearly absent. 

e The In Periherm. 1, since it was written after the In Categ. (see above, 
pp. 131 -13 2 and 1 39f.), should be dated not before £13. 
f It seems not impossible that Boethius worked (or started to work 1 ) 
on a second edition of his In Categ. If so, we have to date this work not 
before £i £-516. See above, p. 141. 
g The In Periherm. 11 was edited about $i £-£16. See above, p. 144. 


E. The tract on hypothetical syllogism 
1 - General remarks 

Besides the double treatise on categorical propositions and syllogisms 
Boethius also wrote a tract on hypothetical propositions and syllogisms. 
It is named in the editions De syllogismo hypothetico. But Brandt has already 
shown 2 3 4 that the plural is to be preferred. As a matter of fact the Medi¬ 
aeval authors always mention it as De hypotheticis syllogismis*. 

The work opens with a long dedication which informs us about its 
aim*: 


1 The fragment pointed out by Hadot giving comments on the initial part of Aristotle’s Categoriae 
(ia 1-2). See above, p. 141. 

2 op.cit ., p. 238, n. 4. 

3 I know about 40 Mss of it. A critical edition is still wanted; it is being prepared by Giulio F. 
Pagallo, who some years ago (Italia Medioevale e Umanistica 1 (1958), pp. 69-101) published some 
notes on the Mss tradition and the printed editions: Per una edizione critica del u De Hypotheticis Syl- 
logismis” di Boezio. 

4 I quote from the eleventh century Ms Brussels Bihl. Reg. £439-43 (2939), where our treatise is 
found ff. 78 va -92 r *>. 





Cum in omnibus philosophiae disciplinis ediscendis atque tractandis summum 
(in) c vita positum solamen existimem, turn iocundius et veluti cum quodam fructu 
etiam laboris arripio quae tecum communicando compono. Nam etsi ipsa specula¬ 
te veritatis 1 sua quadam specie sectanda est, fit tamen amabilior cum in commune 
deducitur. Nullum est enim bonum quod non pulchrius elucescat si plurimorum 
notitia comprobetur. Namque alias tacitumitate compressum et iam 2 3 4 5 iamque silen- 
tio periturum, latius efflorescit et ab oblivionis interitu scientium participatione 
defenditur. Fitque iocundior disciplina cum inter eiusdem sapientiae conscios 
iubet esse sapientem. Quodsi accedat* — ut tecum mihi* nunc est res — ea 
quae sponte iocunda sunt, in amicitiae participationem deduci, necesse est studii 
suavitatem quodam veluti dulcissimo caritatis sapore condiri. Nam cum id in se 
optineat amicitia proprium munus ut nolit habere solitarias cogitationes, tunc 
quod honeste quisque cogitat, nulli promptius nisi ei quern diligit confitetur. 
Quo factum est ut etiamsi inmensus labor coepto operi viam negabat, animus tamen 
ad efficiendums quod aggressus fuerat tui contemplatione sufficeret. Quid enim 
magnum studiosus tui amor 6 7 efficeret, si intra facilitatis terminos constitisset ? 
Quod igitur apud scriptores quidem Grecos (f. 78 vb ) perquam rarissimos strictim 
atque fuse7, apud Latinos vero nullos repperi, id tuae scientiae dedicatum noster 
etsi diutumus coepti tamen efficax labor excoluit. 

Nam cum cathegoricorum sillogismorum plenissime notitiam percepisses, de 
ypotheticis sillogismis sepe querebas. In quibus nihil est ab Aristotele conscriptum. 
Teophrastus vero, vir omnis doctrine capax, rerum tantum summas exequitur. 
Eeudemus (!) latiorem docendi graditur viam, sed ita ut veluti quedam seminaria 
sparsisse, nullum tamen frugis videatur extulisse proventum. 

Nos igitur quantum ingenii viribus et amicitiae tuae studio sufficimus, que ab illis 
vel dicta breviter vel funditus omissa sunt, elucidanda diligenter et subtiliter per- 
sequenda suscepimus. In qua re superate difficultatis premium fero, si tibi munus 
inplesse videar amicitiae, etsi non videar satisfecisse doctrinae. (ff. 78 va * vb = 
Migne, 831 A3-D3). 

Who is the adressee? Some editions (Venice Rota 1^43 and 1^47; 
Basel-edition 1^46) take Symmachus for it. Pagallo (op. cit ., p. 70, n. 3) 
points to the eleventh century manuscript Bern 300, f. $o y in which is 
written in margine: verbi gratia cum sillogismorum hypoteticorum 
scientia propter se a Boetio investigante expeteretur, amabilius tamen 
earn exequebatur cum scientiam ipsam et Simachi amiciciam adquisitu- 
rum esse arbitrabatur. Brandt, however, (op. cit. y p. 238, n. 4) followed 
by Pagallo, seems to be right in rejecting this view because of the very 
tone of the dedication fitting in badly with Boethius’ relation to his 

1 con. ex veritis. 

2 et iam] cf. edd. etiam Brussels. 

3 vel accidat Brussels. 

4 con. ex. michi. 

5 con. ex efficiendus. 

6 + noster secunda manus. 

7 confuse sec. manus. 
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guardian (c.q. father-in-law). Why should we not think of Patricius, to 
whom the In Cic. Topica has been dedicated ? 1 

Some further remarks. The words summum in vita positum solamen , 
sounding somewhat steady and world-wise, might refer to a more 
mature age, unless they are merely stylistic. I think they are both: the 
thoughts of a man in his riper years worded elegantly according the taste 
of his days. 

Boethius speaks of immensus labor (831 B13), diuturnus labor (831 
C6) and says that his friend frequently had asked for the book (saepe 
quaerebas y 831 C9); he hopes to obtain the superatae difficultatis praemium. 
All this can be explained as referring to the author’s laborious work of 
deciphering the marginal notes jotted on his Greek codex of Aristotle’s 
Analytics 2 3 . The words 831 C3ff. are to be explained in the same way. In 
fact, Boethius was not the first to write a Latin treatise on hypothetical 
syllogism. We are told by Cassiodores that in his days there existed such 
treatises by Marius Victorinus (c. 350) and the (fifth century?) rhetor 
Tullius Marcellus Carthaginiensis. But Boethius’ work does not belong to 
this Latin tradition* and opens up, indeed, new material by using number 
of Greek marginal glosses borrowed from the Greek Commentators 
after Porphyry. Therefore Boethius is entitled to speak so proudly: 
quod ... apud scriptores quidem Graecos perquam rarissimos strictim atquejuse , 
apud Latinos vero nullos repperi ... etc. (831 C3-$). 

This much seems to be certain: Boethius needed much time to 
complete his work on hypothetical syllogisms. 

The printed editions give two books. Most of our manuscripts, 
however, distinguish three books: 

Book 1 = ed. Migne 831 A £ - 843 Dio) Book 1 of the printed 

Book 11 = ed. Migne 843 Dio - 860 A10 j editions 

Book hi = ed. Migne 8^9 Bi - 876 Cio = Book 11 of the printed 

editions. 

In the manuscripts, however, giving the division into two books (e.g. 
Bern 300, Padua Bibl. Ant. Scoff, xxn, 553 and Venice Bibl. Nat. Marc. 


1 Also the Liber degeometria (ed. Friedlein, p. 373 21 ), see Brandt op.cit ., p. 234, n. 1. For the problem 
of its authenticity, see ibid. 

2 See J. Shiel, op. tit., p. 239. Cf. also above (first issue), pp. 43-44. 

3 Institutiones II, 11910-23. 

* As found also in Martianus Capella, Lib. iv. For Boethius’ independence from the Latin tradition, 
see also K. Durr, The propositional logic of Boethius Amsterdam 1951, pp. 12-13. 
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Lat. vi 6$) the second chapter begins 843 Dio, just as in the manu¬ 
scripts dividing our tract into three books 1 . 

The author intended his book as an introductory treatise, as appears 
from 846 D^-6: ... quantum ad institutionis 2 3 * pertinet modum, sujficienter 
expressimus , though he was aware of having written a book of some 
length: Et quoniam ... sujficienter dictum est, hie operis longitudinem termi- 
nemus . (876D7-10). 

2 - References in or related to the De syll. hyp. 

Let us now examine all the cross-references in the De syll. hyp. and 
Boethius’ other works 3 . 

a. The references in De syll. hyp. 831 C7-10; 833 Bi 3-16; 834 B3-6, and 
835 A7-13 have been dealt with above (first issue) pp. 26-27. To be added 
Ibid. , 841 B6-7: ... sicut in categoricorum syllogismorum institutione mon¬ 
stratum est. All of them point to the priority of the De syll. categ. to our 
treatise, which conclusion finds some additional support from the 
doctrinal view-point*. Moreover, the saepe quaerebas in 8 31 C9 suggests 
some distance between the De syll. categ. and the De syll. hyp. This fits 
in very well with the next reference. 

b. De syll. hyp., 841 C^-10: 

Atque haec quidem in simplicibus et categoricis propositionibus evenire necesse 
est, de quarum natura diligentius persecuti sumus in his voluminibus que 5 secundae 
editionis expositionum in Aristotelis Perihermenias inscripsimus (Brussels f. 8i va ). 

This reference shows the priority of the In Periherm. n to the De syll. hyp. 
An argument e silentio might be adduced from 7 n Periherm. 11, io^ 1 ” 18 , 
where Boethius deals with the distinction of simple (= categorical) and 
hypothetical propositions. For he does not refer to any work of his own 
on this matter, whereas in the In Cic. Top. and the De top. diff. he lets no 
opportunity pass of referring to his De syll. hyp. 

c. In Cic. Topica v, 1129 C4-9 6 * : 

De omnibus quidem hypotheticis syllogismis, Patrici rhetorum peritissime, plene 
abundanterque digessimus his libris, quos de eorum principaliter institutione con- 

1 See Giulio F. Pagallo, op.cit ., p. 76. 

2 For institutio — introductio , see above, (first issue), pp. 41-42. 

3 See also Brandt, op.cit ., pp. 258-260. 

* Cf. Brandt, op. cit. t p. 258. 

3 corr. ex. quos. 

6 The text printed in Migne has been corrected after the Leiden Ms (s. x) Voss. Lat. Fol. 70 11 , 

ff. 10™-24™. 


148 



scripsimus, a quibus integram perfectamque doctrinam, cui resolvendi ilia vacuum 
tempus est, lector accipiet. 

Ibid., 1135 D^-8: 

Quo autem modo omnium syllogismorum conditionalium veritas sese habeat, his 
diligentissime explicuimus libris quos de hypotheticis conscripsimus syllogismis. 

Our treatise apparently was written before the In Cic. Top. 

d. De top. diff. 1, 1176 B6-9: 

Coniunctarum vero multiplex differentia, de quibus in his voluminibus diligentis¬ 
sime perstrinximus, quae de hypotheticis composuimus syllogismis. 

This reference points out the priority of our tract to the De top diff. 
It is to De syll. hyp., 837 Ai iff. But there is a striking difference as to 
the terminology used. This difference as well as some others will be 
dealt with in the next section. 


3 - Some terminological differences 

In the De syll. hyp. Boethius always uses the term propositio hypothetica 
composita. This is an ambiguous term 1 , since each hypothetical proposition 
is called composita as compared to a categorical one (= propositio simplex). 
See De syll. hyp., 8 3 7 A11 -1 g: 

His itaque determinatis illud adiungam quoniam, cum omnis hypothetica pro¬ 
positio simplex non sit, atque ex aliis propositionibus coniungatur, sunt tamen 
hypotheticae quaedam quae si reliquis conditionalibus comparentur simplices 
existimentur. 

In the De top. diff., however, Boethius avoids the ambiguity of the term 
* compositus 9 by speaking of propositio hypothetica coniuncta. This being, no 
doubt, a terminological improvement, we have some additional support 
to the priority of the De syll. hyp. 

There is another terminological difference between the De syll. hyp. 
and the De top. diff. (and the In Cic. Top.). The De syll. hyp. always uses 
the terms ‘ praecedens and ‘ praecedere f where the De top. diff. has the well- 
known i * antecedens y and * antecedere 9 : 

De syll . hyp., 83$ D13-836 A3: Partimur autem propositiones hypotheticas in 
duas 2 ac simplices propositiones. Et prima quidem cui coniunctio preponitur 

1 The Mediaeval authors commonly point to this ambiguity; e.g. Garlandus Compotista, Dialectica , 

2 2826-28. 146’- 10 ed. De Rijk; Abaelard, Dialectica , 478 36 -479 a ed. De Rijk. 

2 suas Brussels . 
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precedentem dicimus, secundam vero consequentem, ut in hac ‘si dies est 9 lux est* 
precedentem dicimus earn quae dicit ‘si dies est*, consequentem vero partem 
‘lux est* (Brussels ff. 79 vb -8o ra ). 

Desyll. hyp. II, 874 Ci2-i£: 

Quamlibet enim partem propositionis assumpseris, sive praecedentem sive etiam 
consequentem ... faciet syllogismum. (Brussels f. 79 va ). 

In the In Cic. Top . we see the changement of the terminology, no doubt 
under the influence of the usage in Cicero’s Topica : 

Id Cic. Top. 11, 107$ C2-4 (after the lemma from Cicero, Topica iv, 19: Ab ante- 
cedentibus autem ...): Antecedents sunt quibus positis aliud necessario consequitur, 
licet illud quod antecedit 9 minus sit atque posterius 1 . 

Contrast the preceding passage with: 

Ibid, v, 1132 D6-1133 A2: ... in connexis (i.e. conditional) propositionibus 
aliud dicimus praecedens , aliud consequens. ... In disiunctis autem non est eadem 
ratio. ... Praecedens autem et subsequens inde iudicatur quia quod primum poni- 
tur, iure antecedens vocatur, quod posterius, iure subsequens dicitur. 

After this passage the terms praecedens and antecedens alternate with each 
other (1133 A14-1144 Cs). The De top . diff ., however, nearly always 
uses antecedens 

De top. diff. 1, 1176 A9-13: Conditionalium vero proposidonum, quas Graeci 
hypotheticas vocant, partes sunt simplices proposidones, cuius quidem ea pars 
quae prius dicitur antecedens , quae posterius consequens appellatur, ... 

See also 1198 Bi£-Di3 (9 times antecedens and antecedere ; 2 times prae¬ 
cedens and praecedere). Antecedens has become the usual technical term; 
see 1204 A^ff. 

The conclusion is obvious: the chronological order of the three 
works is: De syll. hyp. —> In Cic. Top. — ► De top. diff. 


From our investigations the place our treatise takes among Boethius’ 
logical works is not difficult to determine: the De syll. hyp. was written 
some time after the De syll. categ .; also after the In Teriherm. n (i.e. after 
about £ 1 £~£i 6) and bffore the In Cic. Top. and the De top. diff. 


1 Cf. ibid. 11, 1066 A10-12. 


I£0 



F. The In Cic. Topica and the De top . diff. 

Boethius did not only emulate with Victorinus in the field of logic 
proper, but also in that of rhetoric. He undertook to complete Victorinus 
commentary, which only covered a small part of Cicero’s Topica l . He 
dedicated the work 2 to his friend, the rhetor Patricius: 

In Cic. Top. i, 1039 D8-1041 B1 3 4 5 : Exhortatione tua, Patrici rhetorum peritissime, 
quae et praesentis honestate propositi et futurae aetatis utilitate coniuncta est, 
nihil antiquius aestimavi. Cui muneri libentius acquievi. Non quod ad instruendum 
te commentarios in Marci Tullii Topica laborare me credidi — ridiculus quippe 
forem, si Minervam, quod aiunt, litteras sed ut ex disciplinarum liberalium 
sumptum penu, nostrae apud te semper pignus amicitiae permaneret, Quod enim 
munus ex animo diligentibus iocundius inveniri potest, quam quod ipsius animi 
partes format et instruit? Nam cetera fere caduca, imbecilla, labantia, et si ad 
fortunae vicem spectes, pene semper aliena sunt. At vero opulentiam litterarum, 
nec praesens imminuit aetas, earumque auctoritatem ipsa etiam cuncta conficiens, 
auget potius et confirmet vetustas. Accipe igitur opus, non efficientiae securitate, 
sed amicitiae praesumptione susceptum, apud quam nescio quonam pacto garrire 
non dedecet, simul quia praelato a nobis munere cum tuorum aliquid operum 
postulavero, iniurius fueris, si negabis. 

It seems quite natural that Boethius modestly^ says not to fancy himself 
as a greater authority on rhetorical matters than Patricius. If my surmise 
be rights that the De syll. hyp ., too, was dedicated to Patricius, the author 
there needs not to disculpate himself from the appearance of pedantry, 
since Patricius seemingly was not an authority in the domain of logic. 
The dedication in book iv is noteworthy: 

In Cic. Top. iv, 1107 C1-D10: Explicare non possum, mi Patrici, quantas saepe in 
difhcillimi operis cursu vires afferat amicitiae contemplatio, cum et iis studiosius 
componamus, quos reposito penitus amore diligimus, et placere cupientibus multa 
sese rerum copia subministret. Hue accedit quod ut quaeque in mentem venerint 
iniudicata atque etiam incastigata promuntur, quandoquidem apud cari pectoris 
secretum nihil est periculi proferre quod sentias. Est igitur mihi, cum tuam 
benevolentiam specto, pronum omne atque, ut ita dicam, voluptarium, quod in 
tuae praescriptum iucunditatis impenditur. Sed cum memet ipse perpendo, vereor 
ne imperato muneri par esse non possim, et deficientis culpa in adhortantis cedat 


1 See Boethius, In Cic. Top. 1, 1041 B1-D13. 

2 I know about 30 Mss of this work, dating from the tenth to the fifteenth centuries. 

3 See above, p. 148, n. 6. For the text of this work, see also the corrections proposed by Th. 
Stangl, Boethiana vel Boethii commentariorum in Ciceronis Topica emendationes ex octo codicibus haustis , 
Gotha 1882. 

4 For this modesty, see also the beginnings of the books 11 and iv. 

5 See above, p. 147. 





iniuriam. Quo fit ut tibi etiam atque etiam providendum sit, ne, tuis ipse moribus 
emendatus, nostri alicuius erroris sarcinam feras. Nosti oblatrantis morsus in- 
vidiae, nosti quam facillime in difficillimis causis livor iudicium ferat. Quaeso 
igitur extremam nostro operi manum communis negotii studiosus imponas, abun- 
dantia reseces, hiantia suppleas, errata reprehendas, sis postremo nostri laboris 
tuaeque adhortationis assertor, cum praesertim me securum peractum reddat 
officium, te amici pudor dignus possit convenire, si displicet. Sed haec alias. Nunc 
operis suscepti tramitem persequamur. 

This prologue grants us a look in Boethius* inner self. It obviously was 
written by Boethius in the days when proferre quod sentias was audacious 
and not without personal danger. This obtains still greater force when 
it is considered that one would not expect, indeed, such utterances in a 
scientific work, for which the complaint lacks good sense in a way. 
Now, it is well-known that Boethius, like most of his equals, had a 
rooted dislike of East-gothic rule. In 522, however, he pronounced an 
eulogy on Theodoric in the Senate 1 . I think, we have good reasons to 
put such complaints as the one in In Cic. Top . iv, 1107 C before this time. 
Therefore I propose to date the In Cic. Top. before 522, and, consequent¬ 
ly, the De syll. hyp. between £i 6 2 3 and g2 2. 

Our treatise consisted of seven books, as appears from De top. diff. 1, 
1173 Di, quoted below, p. 1^3. But in all our manuscripts the text 
breaks off at the end of Book vi. 

The In Cic. Top. was written after the De syll. hyp . 9 as appears from In 
Cic. Top. v, 1129 C4-9 and 1135 D^-8, dealt with above, p. i48f. An 
additional reason has been given above, pp. 149-1 go. 

From a reference to the In Isag. n the priority of the latter becomes clear: 

In Cic. Top. iv, 1114 Bn-13: Quodsi cui paululum videtur obscurius, hie si eos 
commentaries quos de genere, specie, differentia, proprio, atque accidenti, 
composuimus, libris quinque digestos inspexerit, nihil horum poterit incurrere quo 
caliget. 

From these references it appears that our treatise was written after the 
In Isag. n and the De syll. hyp. We see that its composition took place 
before that of the De top. diff.*: 

De top. diff. iv, 1216 Ci 1-D3: ... illud arbitror apponendum quod M. Tullius 
Topica quae ad C. Trebatium peri turn iuris edidit, non eo modo quo de ipsis 

1 Cf. Boethius, De consolatione philosophiae 11, 3, p. 3 c) 26-32 ed. Peiper. (Leipzig 1871). 

2 For this date, see above, p. igo. 

3 For the probable correctness of the title: De topicis differentiis, see Brandt, op. cit ., p. 263, n. 16. 





disputari possit disseruit, sed quemadmodum rhetoricae facultatis argumenta 
ducerentur. Quod in his commentariis diligentius expedivimus qui a nobis in eius- 
dem Ciceronis Topica conscripti sunt. Quo autem modo de his dialectics rationi- 
bus disputetur, in his commentariis quos in Aristotelis Topica a nobis translata 
conscripsimus expeditum est. 

We have already seen (above, p. i gi) that Boethius wrote it before $2 2. 

When working on his first book of the In Cic. Top. Boethius already 
had conceived the plan of writing about the topicae differentiae 1 : 

In Cic. Top . i, 1048 D-10-13: Quot autem modis quaestio dividatur, nunc expli- 
candi locus non videtur accommodus, sed in iis libris dicemus quos de topicis 
differentiis formare molimur. 

Compare ibid. logo B8, where a reference to De top. diff. 11, 1183 A9-10 
is found: 

Ibid. 1, 1030 B6-8 : argumentatio ... cuius definitionem in Topicis differentiis aper- 
tius explanabimus. 

He took these topical differences from Greek works and Cicero’s 
Topics , as we are told by the author in the initial words of the work (1, 
1173 Cl-g). Shiel rightly pointed out (op. cit. y p. 240) that the graeca 
volumina mentioned by Boethius are nothing else but Aristotle’s Topics. 
As to the Themistian parts in the De top. diff. Shiel seems to be right in 
assuming that all the Themistian material is based on the Themistian 
diagram given in contrast to the Ciceronian one at the end of the third 
book of the De top. diff. , and that Boethius found the diagram as a scholion 
in his Greek copy of Aristotle’s Topica. 

There are some references in the De top. diff. to other works: 

a. 1, 1173 C13-D2 contains a reference to Boethius’ translation of 
Aristotle’s Topica and to his own In Cic. Top.: 

Singula vero pro qualitate operis diligentius vel his octo voluminibus expedita 
sunt, quibus Aristotelis Topica in Latinam vertimus orationem, vel his septem 
quibus M. Tullii Topicis lucem plenae expositions insudavimus. 

Compare De top. diff. iv, 1216 C11 -D$, quoted above, p. igi. 

b. 1, 1176 A7-9 refers to the Perihermeneias-comment&ries in general: 

Sed de huiusmodi propositionibus (i.e. categorical propositions) in his commenta- 
riis quos in Perihermeneias Aristotelis Libro conscripsimus, diligentius disseruimus. 


1 I know about 170 manuscripts of this work dating from the tenth to the fifteenth centuries. 



c. i, 1176 B6-9 contains a reference to De syll. hyp. 837 A1 iff. See above, 
p. 149. 

d. 11, 1183 A15-B1 (quoted above, first issue, p. 26). refers to De syll. 
categ. 11, 821 Ai2-822 C 12. 

From all this it appears that the De top. dijf. was the last of Boethius’ 
works on logic preserved 1 . Since the author certainly wrote it before 
his arrest (in £23), we may date it before £2 3. 


G. Works on the other books of the Organon 

We have serious grounds to assume that Boethius translated Aristotle’s 
Prior and Posterior Analytics , his Topics and his Sophistic Elenchi 2 . Two 
redactions of his translation of the Prior Analytics are extant; they have 
been edited by L. Minio-Paluello*. His translation of the Topics and 
Sophistic Elenchi , too, seems to have come down to us in a double re¬ 
daction*, whereas that of the Posterior Analytics has not been found hither¬ 
to. 

As to the commentaries on these works, Boethius probably worked 
on some commentary on the Prior Analytics. Prof. Minio-Paluello has 
suggested* that in the Latin scholia to the Prior Analytics preserved 
in a Florence manuscript, ( Bibl. Naz. Centr. y Com. Soppr. J. vi, 34 dating 
from the second part of the twelfth century) we have the raw materials 
which Boethius had taken and translated from the margins of his Greek 
copy of the Prior Analytics , and which he was going to elaborate into a 
continuous commentary. This scholar has edited them in Aristoteles La - 
tinus hi, 4 6 under the title: Pseudo-Philoponi aliorumque scholia. 

The other commentaries (on the Posterior Analytics , Topics and 
Sophistic Elenchi ), if ever written by Boethius, have left no single trace, 
so far we know. 


1 Cf. Brandt, op. cit. p. 264. See also above, first issue, p. g. 

2 See L. Minio-Paluello, Les traductions et les commentaires aristoteliciens de Boece in Studia Patristica n, 
Papers presented to the Second International Conference on Patristic Studies held at Christ Church, 
Oxford 195s, Part n (ed. by K. Aland and F. L. Cross), Berlin 1957, (pp. $s*-$6s)> PP- 360-361. 

3 Aristoteles Latinus ill 1-2, Bruges-Paris 1962. 

4 See L. Minio-Paluello (article quoted above, note 2), p. 363. 

5 A Latin commentary (? translated by Boethius) on the Prior Analytics , and its Greek sources in The Journal 
of Hellenic Studies 77 (1957) (pp. 93-103), p. 101, n. 16. Cf. article quoted above, note 2, pp. 

363-364. 

6 See above, note 3. 
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Let us examine, now, the references to these works as found in Boethius’ 
other works. 

a. translation of Aristotle’s Anal. Priora. There seem to be vague refer¬ 
ences in the second book of the De s/ll. categ .: 812 A4-6; 816B1-2; 816 
C5-6; 822 B^-6, all of them dealt with above, first issue, pp. 27-29. 
We have concluded there that Minio-Paluello seems to be right in 
supposing that Boethius in all these passages does nothing but repeat the 
words of his Greek model. Therefore they are of no use for our investi¬ 
gation. Both the In Cic. Top. and the De top. dijf. refer to the translation 
of the Anal. Priora: 

In Cic. Top. 1, 1051 B1-3: Quod qui priores posterioresque nostros Analyticos, 
quos ab Aristotele transtulimus, legit, minime dubitat. 

De top. dijf. 11, 1184 D13-118$ A1: ... quod in Prioribus Kesolutoriis , quae ab 
Aristotele transtulimus, demonstratum est. 

From the references relevant to our investigation we may conclude that 
Boethius translated Aristotle’s Anal. Priora before the In Cic. Top. and 
the De top. dijf. 

a', commentary on the Anal. Priora. All that we have of it is the pre¬ 
paratory collection of scholia, mentioned above, p. 1^4. There are two 
possible references to this commentary: 

In Periherm. n, ^oi 11-1 *: Nam sicut in voce adfirmatio et negatio est, ita quoque 
etiam in opinione, cum ipse animus in cogitatione sua aliquid adfirmat aut quid 
negat; quod nos alio loco diligentius expediemus. 

De syII. categ. 11, 829 D 11-830 D 10: Haec de categoricorum syllogismorum in- 
troductione Aristotelem plurimum sequens et aliqua de Theophrasto et Por- 
phyrio mutuatus, quantum parcitas introducendi permittebat, expressi. Si qua vero 
desint, in Analyticis nostris calcatius exprimemus. 


The first reference is only vague and might have been repeated by Boe¬ 
thius from his Greek source. If it is Boethius’ own, it would prove the 
priority of the In Periherm. n to the commentary on the Anal. Priora , 
a conclusion quite obvious from other points of view. 

The reference found at the end of the De s/ll. categ. has been already 
dealt with above, first issue, p. 29. Boethius obviously is thinking here 
of his own future commentary on the Prior Anal/tics which he hoped to 
compose 1 . 


1 See above, first issue, p. 29. 



Serious doubt may be raised whether Boethius ever completed such 
a commentary. I think the very fact that the preparatory collection of 
scholia has been handed down to us strongly supports the supposition 
that the continuous commentary has never been completed. 

b. translation of Aristotle’s Anal. Post. We have only one reference to it: 
In Cic. Top., io£i B1-3, dealt with above, p. i£$. It shows the priority 
of the translation of the Posterior Analytics to the In Cic. Top. 

W. commentary on Aristotle’s Anal. Post. Neither any reference to it nor 
any trace in the manuscript tradition has been found. In addition to this 
it may be noted that Boethius obviously did not complete the commen¬ 
tary on the Prior Analytics. Therefore I take it for certain that Boethius 
never wrote a commentary on the Posterior Analytics. 

c. translation of Aristotle’s Topica. There are four references to it: 

In Cic. Top. 10$2 B1-2 : Quisquis igitur vel Aristotelis Graecavel nostra ab Aristo- 
tele translata perspexerit ... 

De top. diff. I, 1173 Ci3-D2, dealt with above, p. 1^3. 

Ibid. 11, 1191 An-13: Multae autem sunt diversitates locorum ab eo quod est 
magis et minus argumenta ministrantium, quos in expositione Topicorum Aristo¬ 
telis diligentius persecuti sumus. 

Ibid, iv, 1216 Ci 1-D3, dealt with above, p. 1 pf. 

From those it appears that this translation preceded the In Cic. Top. and 
the De top. diff. 

c'. commentary on Aristotle’s Topica. It is referred to three times: 

De top. diff. 11, 1191 A11 -1 s ; quoted above. 

Ibid, iv, 1209 B14-C3 : Quos omnes a se differre non est nostri operis, verum rhe- 
torici demonstrare ;haec enim speculanda doctis,nonrudibus,discendaproponimus, 
quamvis de eorum differentia in Topicorum commentis per transitum disseruimus. 

The third time at the end of Boethius’ last (extant) work on logic: 

Ibid, iv, 1216 C10-D5: Omnibus igitur quae superius proposuimus expeditis 
illud arbitror apponendum quod M. Tullius Topica quae ad C. Trebatium peri turn 
iuris edidit, non eo modo quo de ipsis disputari possit disseruit, sed quemadmodum 
rhetoricae facultatis argumenta ducerentur. Quod in his commentariis diligentius 
expedivimus qui a nobis in eiusdem Ciceronis Topica conscripti sunt. Quo autem 
modo de his dialecticis rationibus disputetur, in his commentariis quos in Aristo¬ 
telis Topica a nobis translata conscripsimus expeditum est. 

All of them prove the priority of this commentary to the De top. diff. 

d. translation of Aristotle’s Sophistic Elenchi. There are no references to 



it in Boethius* works. As the author expressly speaks of eight books of 
his translation of Aristotle’s Topica , he obviously did not take it as 
a whole with the Topica 1 . 

But we know a twelfth century commentary on the Soph. El. recent¬ 
ly edited 2 , which explicitly attributes our versio communis to Boethius: 

Summa Soph. El. I 5, p. 3265-6 ed. De Rijk: ... Boetius, qui hoc opus (sc. the 
Soph. El.) de greco in latino transtulit, exempla Latinorum, et non Grecorum, 
dedit... 

For other support to Boethius’ authorship, see L. Minio-Paluello, article 
quoted above, p. 1^4, n. 2,pp. 362-363. 

It seems obvious from the doctrinal point of view to date it 
(immediately?) after the translation of Aristotle’s Topica. 
d!. commentary on Aristotle’s Soph. El. We know no single reference to 
it; there seems to be no trace of it in the manuscript tradition either. 
I take it for certain that Boethius never wrote such a commentary 3 . 

A final remark. Brandt (op. cit . 9 p. 264) points to a passage in the 
beginnings of the De top. dijf. where Boethius speaks of a plan to write 
some Analytice or Resolutoria : 

De top. diff. 1, 1173 B7-15: Omnis ratio disserendi quam XoytxTjv Peripatetici 
veteres appellavere, in duas distribuitur partes, unam inveniendi, alteram iudi- 
candi. Et ea quidem pars quae iudicium purgat atque instruit, ab illis dcvaXoTixrj 
vocata, a nobis potest resolutoria nuncupari. Ea vero quae inveniendi facultatem 
subministrat, a Graecis totuxt), a nobis localis dicitur. Ac de ilia quidem parte 
quae iudicandi magistra est, alias disputabitur. 

He obviously refers to some work different from the (commentaries on 
the) Aristotelian Analytics. I am afraid that Boethius never had the 
opportunity to write it. 


H. General remarks on the method used. Conclusion 

In the preceding study I have tried to establish approximatively the 
chronological order of Boethius’ works on logic. Our conclusions are 

1 As is known, Antiquity, following Aristotle, took the Sophistic Elenchi as the ninth book of the 
Topica. See W. D. Ross, Aristotle y London *1949, p. 11, and C. J. de Vogel, Greek Philosophy 11, 
Leiden 1953, nr - 43 S a * 

2 L. M. de Rijk, Logica Modernorum 1 On the twelfth century theories of fallacy. Appendix B (pp. 257-458). 
I have dated it after 1155 (see ibid. y p. 89). Minio-Paluello has given as a date about 1140-1160 (in 
Note sulV Aristotele Latino Medievale vi, in Rivista di filosofia Neo-scolastica 44 (1952), p. 400), and 
about 1170-1180 (in the article (quoted above, p. 154, n. 2) p. 362). 

3 Cf. above, p. 156, (on a possible commentary on the Posterior Analytics). 
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of a provisory nature. The chronology can only be established more 
definitively - if ever - when we have critical editions of all the Boethian 
works at our disposal. 

For some works (especially the older ones) I started from terminolo¬ 
gical and doctrinal pecularities. Though these investigations, no doubt, 
invite to some further study, yet they seem to give a substantial contri¬ 
bution to our knowledge of the chronology. 

The examination of all the references and cross-references found 
in Boethius’ works have formed the main part of this inquiry. 

But what about the reliability of the references? Kappelmacher held 1 
most of the references to be interpolations by redactors of the Boethian 
works. He pointed especially to De syll. categ ., 829 D and In Categ. y 
160 A. Shiel has rightly pointed out 2 3 that Brandt’s method of establishing 
the chronology of Boethius’ works by their cross-references is to be 
abondoned, if they should prove to have been taken over from his Greek 
model. 

I think we have to guard ourselves against such generalizations. 
Kappelmacher’s main witnesses turn out to be useless: De syll. categ. 
11, 829 Dio-830 D13 does not present any difficulty 3 ; In Categ ., 160 
A6-9 contains, no doubt, an interpolation, but it does not occur in the 
manuscripts*. As a matter of fact there is an interpolation, found already 
in our oldest manuscripts as far as I know them, in In Isag . 11, 154 4 , (it 
has been discussed above, pp. 1 2 9ff.) but it does not concern the chronology 
proper. For the rest there is a perfect agreement among all the references. 

As to Shiel’s objection, it seems to be not shaded enough either. 
We have to distinguish between vague references such as: ut in Analyticis 
dictum est (or: diximus ) and the more exact ones, such as: in his voluminibus 
quae secundae editionis expositionum in Aristotelis Perihermeneias inscripsimus 
or in his commentariis quos in Aristotelis Topica a nobis translata conscripsimus . 
Those of the first kinds are obviously useless. The more exact ones, 
however, have turned out to be very helpful. 

The very fact that the clear references show a perfect harmony 
from the view-point of chronology proves the hypothesis of some 
redactor as their author to be highly improbable 6 . 

1 Der schriftstellerische Plan des Boethius in Wiener Studien, Zeitschrift fur klassische Philologie 46 
(1929), p.219. 

2 op. cit.y p. 238. 

3 See above, first issue, p. 29 and this issue, p. 155. 

4 See above, p. 133ff. 

5 E.g. In Isag. 1, io 5 (above, p. 127). 

6 See also above, pp. 131-132. 
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We shall now sum up the results of our investigations. First some 
previous remarks. Our first table gives of nine of the works discussed 
the chronological interrelation, which can be established with a fair 


degree of certainty. The figures put after the works give the approxi¬ 
mative date of their composition (the second one that of their edition); 
when printed in heavy types they are based on external data ; the other 
ones are based on calculation. 

TABLE I 


Boethius’ birth 

about 480 A.D. 

In Porphyrii Isagogen , editio prima 

De syllogismis categor ids libri duo ( = ? Institutio categorica) 2 

In Porphyrii Isagogen , editio secunda 

In Aristotelis Categorias (? editio prima) 5 

In Aristotelis Perihermeneias y editio prima 

In Aristotelis Perihermeneias , editio secunda 

De syllogismis hypotheticis libri tres 

In Ciceronis Topica Commentaria 

De topicis dijferentiis libri quattuor 

about 504-sos 1 
about s°S~S°6 3 
about S° 7 ’S° 9 4 
about 509-$ 11 6 
not before s 1 3 7 
about 515-516 8 
between $16 and 52 2 9 
before $22 10 
before s 23 11 

Boethius’ death 

524 


The rest of the works discussed cannot be inserted in this table without 
some qualification. The Liber de divisione has been written after the 
In Isag. I (and n?) and the De syll. categ. and before the In Categ. etc. 
(see above, first issue, p. 49), so that we might date it between c. s°5 
and c. £09; but whether or not before the In Isag. 11 cannot be decided 
with certainty. I am inclined, however, to put it before the In Isag. n 
because of the latter's close chronological connection with the In Categ. 
As to a possible second edition of Boethius' commentary on the 

1 See above, p. 145. 

2 For this title, see above, first issue, pp. 38-42, an the Postscript , below, pp. 161-162. 

3 See above, first issue, p. 23. 

4 See above, p. 144. 

5 For this question, see above, pp. 140-141 and 145. 

6 See above, p. 144. 

7 See above, p. 145. 

8 See above, p. 145. 

9 See above, pp. i$o and 1 j2. 

10 See above, p. 152. 

11 See above, p. 154. 
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Categoriae , we have already seen (above, p. 145) that it should be put 
after the In Periherm. 11, consequently after gi g-gi 6. 

The so-called Introduction 1 is likely to have been written after the 
In Periherm. 1 (see above, first issue, p. 2$), consequently after 513. It 
must be noted, however, that the work is never referred to in an exact 
way, unlike the De syll. categ . 9 which is frequently referred to. So the 
De syll. hyp. refers three times to the De syll. categ . 9 apparently not to 
the Introductio (See above, first issue, p. 26) 1 2 3 . As a matter of fact Boethius 
never refers to the Introductio. I am inclined to think that Boethius never 
completed this second redaction of the De syll. categ . 9 nor edited the 
first book. We find it in the sixth century table as Liber (singular!) 
Antepraedicamenta* . Therefore the work cannot be inserted in our Table 1. 

As to the translations of Aristotle’s Prior and Posterior Analytics 
and Topics , all of them have been made before the In Cic. Top. (see 
above, p. 154 ff.). The possible translation of the Soph. El. obviously 
should have been made in the same period as the other translations, 
probably immediately after that of the Topica. As the In Cic. Top. obvious¬ 
ly was written before $22 9 we might date all these translations g 20 at 
the latest. Their chronological interrelation, however, seems not to 
be certain at all. Their order probably was: Topica (? + Soph. £/.)—► 
—>Anal. Priora-+Anal. Posteriora 9 as we might guess from the fact that 
Boethius had the opportunity to finish his commentary on Aristotle’s 
Topica , not that on the Anal. Prior a. 

The commentary on Aristotle’s Topica was written, no doubt, 
after the translation of the Aristotelian work; certainly before the De 
top. diff. (see above, p. 1^6). 

The Scholia in Arist. Anal. Priora might be dated after the commen¬ 
tary of the Topica , because of their incompleteness and apparently 
preparatory character. As a matter of fact they must have been written 
before Boethius’ arrest in ^23. 

We may establish the following table for the works not contained 
in our first table (see above, p. 1 £9): 


1 For this work, see above, first issue, pp. 6-44 and the Postscript , below, pp. 161-162. 

2 I want to correct the view I have given above, first issue, p. 26 when adding ‘(and the Introductio!)*. 

3 See above, first issue, pp. £-6 and 39 and the Postscript y below, pp. 161-162. 



TABLE II 


Liber de divisione 

between $05 and $09* 

possible second edition of the In Categ. 2 

Translations of the Topica (and Soph. El.) and of the Anal. 

after £i£-£i6* 

Priora and Anal. Posteriora 

not after $2o* 

Commentary on Aristotle’s Topica 

before 523$ 

the so-called Introductio (? = In Priora Analytica Praedicenda 6 ) 

certainly after $13; pro¬ 
bably C. £23 7 

Scholia on Aristotle’s Anal. Priora 

first months of £2 3 at the 
latest 8 


POSTSCRIPT 

On the so-called Introductio 


After finishing this study I was struck by the superscription of the so-called Introductio 
in a Vienna manuscript. This manuscript, Vind. Pal. Lat. 2269 dating from the eleventh 
century, seems to be a copy of a much older manuscript. (I shall return on its origin in a 
short study on the works of Alchevine,to be published later on in this journal). Well 
then, this manuscript names our tract: In Prior a Antepredicamenta (f. 92 vto ). The late Prof. 
Van de Vijver (article quoted above, p. 39, n. 1) supposed that the word Antepredicamenta 
found in nearly all our older manuscripts (see above, p. 39) should be considered as a 
barbarian rendering of the Greek term 7rpoXey6peva. The superscription in the Vienna 
manuscript seems to enable us to make a slight correction on Van de Vijver’s assumption. 
I feel sure, indeed, that the reading Antepredicamenta is a corruption of Analytica Prae- 
dicenda , so that the superscription in our Vienna manuscript is to be corrected into: 
In Prior a Analytica Praedicenda. (For the term praedicenda = 7rpoXeY<Vevoc, see the 
prologue of the De syll. categ ., quoted above, p. 30). 

Thus we get the possible title of Boethius’ second redaction of the tract on categori¬ 
cal syllogism. The work apparently belongs to the same period as the Scholia on Aristotle’s 
Anal. Prior a, and we need not wonder, indeed, that it is never referred to by Boethius 
nor has ever been completed by the author. Both works might have been found by Martius 
Novatus Renatus in Boethius’ inheritance (See above, p. £). 

1 See above, p. 1^9. 

2 For its possibility, see above, pp. 140-141. 

3 See above, pp. 1^9-160. 

4 See above, pp. 154-1^7; 160. 

3 See above, p. i$6. 

6 For this title, see the Postscript , below, pp. 161-162. 

7 See above, p. 160. 

8 See above, p. 160. 
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As to the correct title of our De syll. categ. we have already seen that it is mostly 
referred to by Boethius as Institutio categorica (see above, pp. 26-27; 39-40). As a matter 
of fact our older manuscripts name it: Liber introductorius in cathegoricos sillogismos (see 
above, p. 39), the term liber introductorius apparently being the Latin rendering of 
elaocycoYi} (see above, p. 42). I think Boethius, when composing the work (in his 
youth, see above, p. 23), entitled it Liber introductorius in categories syllogismos. It must 
be noted that the work characterizes itself six times as an introductio (see above, p. 40). 
On the other hand the De syll, hyp, refers to it as Institutio categorica. One might guess 
from this that Liber introductorius in categoricos syllogismos must have been the original name 
Boethius gave to his first work on categorical syllogism, but that later, preferring the 
term institutio to introduction he renamed the work into Institutio categorica. It is a striking 
fact that in the prologue of the so-called Introductio Boethius replaces the word introductio 
by institutio (761 B and C), in a context which gives almost literal replicas of the parallel 
passages in the De syll, categ. (see above, p. 40). 

Therefore I should like to propose, now, to entitle the De syll. categ. of our 
printed editions: Liber introductorius in categories syllogismos , seu Institutio categorica. If 
Boethius would have had the opportunity to finish and edit the work entitled in the 
printed editions Introductio in categoricos syllogismos , he would have named it: In Priora 
Analytica Praedicenda , as might appear from the superscription found in the Vienna 
manuscript. 
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